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By Mi·. McDERMOTT: Joint resolution of the Illinois Legis- fixed impressi-0n that it does not require action on the part of 
lature making application to the Congress of the United States the House at all to accomplish this; that the matter has always 
for the calling of a convention for the purpose of proposing an been in the hands of the Committee on Printing; and that rmder 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States granting the law the committee would have authority to order a thou
the Congress of the United States the power to prevent and sand copies of hearings printed on its own order; and under the 
suppress monopolies throughout the United States by a.ppro- law, within the limit of $200 at each time the hearing is printed, 
priate legislation; to the Committee -on the Judiciary. which would cover more than 10,000 copies, they can get that 

By l\Ir. l\IcGILLICUDDY: Petition of R. W. Brown and number printed by getting a certificate from the clerk of the 
others, favoring reduction in the tariff -0n sugar; to the Com- Committee on Printing. That lea1es it so that the gentleman 
mittee on Ways and .Means. can have such number printed as he desires. If he prints 5,000 
· By Mr. SABATH: Resolution of Illinois Manufacturers' As- copies to-day and runs short of the number necessary to meet 
sociation, urging on Congress the imperative need for an amend- the demand, he can order more printed to-morrow by getting an 
ment of the corporation-tax law whereby it shall be made order from the Committee on Printing. 
permissible for .corporations and companies to make returns Mr. BARTLETT. May I interrupt the gentleman! 
as of the close of their fiscal year; to the Committee on the ' Mr. MANN. Certainly. 
Judiciary. Mr. BARTLETT. Unde1· Rule XLV the Joint Committee on 

Also, joint resolution of the Illinois Legislature, making ap- . Printing is limited to an amount not exceeding $200 in printing 
plication to the Congress of the United States for the calling any extra copies of hearings or documents. 
of a convention for the purpose of proposing an amendment to , Mr. :MANN. Yes. 
the Constitution of the United States granting the Congress of l\fr. HENRY of Texas. What rule is that? 
the United States the power to prevent and suppress monopo- Mr. "BARTLETT. Thut is the law. 
lies throughout the United States by appropriate legislation; to · Mr. UANN. I will say to the gentleman that the special 
the Committee on the J"udiciary. committee on pulp and paper printed a go9d many thousand 

Also, resolutions of the Third National Peace Congress, urging copies of different hearings. We would order at one time 2,500 
, the adoption of an arbitration treaty with Great Britain; also copies, or 3,000 or 4,000 copies, and, as the demand came in 
other resolutions in the cause of peace; to the Oommittee on later, we wou1d get another order. Of course, we had to go to 
Foreign Affairs. the Committee on Printing, but there never was any hesitation 

By Mr. SWAN: Resolutions of the Socialist Party of Fuir- in granting the order, and we had some control over the matter. 
bury, Nebr., requesting congressional inquiry into the abduction · l\fr. BARTLETT. The Joint Committee on Printing. 
of John J. l\IcNamara; to the Committee on Labor. Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARTLETT] 

By l\lr. WOOD of New Jersey: Resolutions adopted by Local says the Joint Committee on Printing. Of course, what we did 
No. 140, International Union of Metal Polishers, Buffers, Platers, was to go to the clerk of the House Committee on Printing, an'8 
and Silver and Brass W<>rkers of North America, of Trenton, he assented to it. I just suggest to the gentleman that he let 
N. J., urging immediate action by the House of Repre entati1es the resolution go over for the present. 
an the l'esolution of investigation of the lawfulness of the acts Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I saw the gentleman from Illi
of the arrest of John J. McNamara, introduced by 1\Ir. BERGER; nois [Mr. MANN] the other day, and I was impressed with the 
to the Committee on Rules. })rocedure suggested by him. I went immediately to see the 

Also, Tesolutions adopted by the First Congregational Society clerk of the Printing Committee, and he notified me that it 
of Bernardsville, N. J., urging the suppol"t by the House of would require a resolution. There is no objection to printing 
Representatives of such treaties as may be submitted and all this hearing. It is just a matter of procedure; that is all. I 
su<!h measures as may be proposed for the promotion of inter- want to say to the gentleman that the demand for these hear
national peace; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. ings is so great that it would take at least this number, I think, 

Also, resolution adopted by the board of street and water to fill it. Nearly every Member of the House wants from l to 
commissioners and approved by the acting mayor of the city of 20 copies. Ten of these copies to each Member of the House 
Newark, N. J., re diversion of water from New Jersey to Staten would practically consume half this amount. There are re
Island, N. Y.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. quests from magazines and newspapers, and so forth, and if I 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
FRIDAY, June 9, 1911. 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., -offered the fol

lowing prayer: 
OuT Father in heaven, we bless Thee for all the revelations 

Thou hast made of Thyself and for the hopes and promises :>f 
the future. Thou art an imminent G'Od, ever working in and 
through Thy children. The last word has not been spoken, i:he 
last revelation has not been made. Make us, thei-efore, sus
ceptible, that we may hear Thy voice, feel Thy presence, and 
go forwa1'd with unfaltering footsteps to 1arger attainments for 
ourselves and for all the world, and Thine be the praise through 
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

WITHDRA. WAL OF P APEBS. 

Mr. KAHN, by unanimous consent, was given leave to with
draw from the files of the House papers in the case of Glasgow 
C. Davis, H. R. 10727, without leaving copies, no adverse report 
having been made thereon. 

STEEL-TRUST INVESTIGATION. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the following resolution, which I 
send to the Clerk,s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
Reso1-ved, That there shall be printed 10,000 extra copies of the testi

mony taken in each of the hearings before the special committee 
appointed .under House resolution 14B, to investigate violations of the 
antitrust act of 1890, and other acts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object I 

suggest to the gentleman from Kentueky that ·he let the l'esoln
tidn go over until later in the day. I have quite a strong and 

know how many hearings 1· ha1e, whether 5,000 or 10,000 or 
1,000, or any amount in excess of 1,000, I can go ahead and make 
arrangements to haT'e the hearings distributed; but if you have 
to go to the Printing Committee each time, and there is no 
Printing Committee here, it takes up a world of time that· we 
can put in in other ways. For two days I have been trotting 
between one employee of tllis House and another, each fellow 
with a different idea, and all saying, as provided in Rule XLV., 
secure a resolution, then everything will go smoothly. I hope 
the gentleman will not interpose any objection. 

Mr. MANN. But the gentleman understands that naturally, 
and I have no criticism of that at all; most of the employees of 
the House now are inexperienced in matters of this kind and 
do not understand, but they have to learn sometime, and the 
gentleman from Kentucky is a very good instructor and might as 
well help us all to know what can be done. 

l\fr. HENRY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. STANLEY. Certainly. 
1\fr. HENRY -of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I desire to state that 

the gentleman is correct about the unusual demand for these 
hearings, and something ought to be done right a way. As a 
member of the Committee on Rules, I know there is an extraor
dinary demand; and now in reply to what the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. MANN] says, that there is already authority for 
the printing of these extra copies, if that be true, the adoption 
of this simple resolution does not alter the law in any respect, 
but would merely be a cumulative act, and would hasten the 
printing of the extra copies without having to go through the 
routine of requests, and so forth, which he suggests. I hope he 
will not object to this resolution, but will allow it to go through 
to-day in order that we may supply.the extraordinary demand. 

Mr . .MANN. Mr. Speaker, one time I took possession of some 
rooms over in the House Office Building which had been occu
pied by a special committee known as the Lilly investigation 
committee. I found in that room stacked up a great mass-tons, 
I should sa_y-of hearings that had been ordered printed on the 
assumpti-0n that they would be used, which were still there; 
printed at great expense, and I ordered them thrown away or 
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sold as waste paper, there being no other disposition to be made 
of them. If the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY] 
undertakes to supply 10 or 20 copies of the daily hearings to 
each Member of this House, nine-tenths of them will go into the 
waste basket. . 

Mr. STANLEY. I will say to the gentleman that I will sup
ply no Member of the House a single copy of these hearings 
unless he requests it, and in order that I might know what I 
was doing, in order that these hearings might not be printed and 
thrown away, because I realize it is a waste of public money if 
they are, at my own expense, not at Government expense at all 
if there is any expense about it, I wrote a letter to each Mem
ber of the House after these requests began to come in and said 
to each one that none of these hearings would be sent out 
except upon request, and to let me know the lowest number he 
could do with. 

The 1\fembers replied and told me the number they wanted. 
These hearings have been going on now for a great number of 
days, and I have not sent out any of them, hardly 25 a day, 
and they come there and get them; and, as the members of the 
committee know, there are not now a wheelbarrow load of these 
hearings over there; not 50, probably, with the exception of the 
last hearing, which arrived this morning. I will give the gen
tleman my personal guaranty that when this hearing is o-rnr 
every one of these hearings will have been distributed, so far 
as I am concerned, and with the exception of those that go to 
l\f embers of Congress the rest of them will be sent out through 
the mails every day. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I have great confidence in the 
gentleman, but this is only a precedent that will govern a lot 
of other cases, and if the Committee on Printing does have 
tbe power I think it ought to go before the Committee on 
Printing. Therefore I ask the gentleman not to press his 
request just at this time or until the committee rises this 
afternoon. _ 

The SPF~KER. What does the gentleman from Kentucky 
say to the request of the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the resolution for 
the present 

EULOGIES ON LATE SENATOR JOHN W. DANIEL. 

l\fr. FLOOD of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent for the present consideration of the order which I send 
to the Clerk's desk and ask to have read. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani
mous consent for the present consideration of the order which · 
the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
House order 6. 

Ordered, That Saturday, the 24th day of June, 1911, at 12 o'clock 
noon, be set apart for addresses on the life, character, and public serv
ices of Hon. JORN WARWICK DANIEL, late a Senator from the State of 
Virginia. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a_ pause.] The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks, 
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested: 

S. 70. An act for the relief of Minor Berry ; 
S. 116. An act to maintain at the United States Military 

Academy an engineer detachment ; 
S. 315. An act fixing the rank of military attaches; 
S. 816. An act to provide for plans and specifications for two 

high schools in the District of Columbia; 
S.1237. An act for the promotion of Carpenter Joseph A. 

O'Connor, United States Navy, retired, to the rank of chief car
penter on the retired list; 
. S.1704. An act relieving and exempting lot No. 53 in Ann S. 
Parker's subdivision of lots in square No. 140 of the city of 
Washington, D. C., from the operation of an act entitled "An 
act to restrict the ownership of real estate in the Territories to 
American citizens," approved March 3, 1887; 

S.1785. An act to amend section 647, chapter 18, Code of Law 
for the District of Columbia, relating to annual statements of 
insurance companies; 

S. 2048. An act to authorize a new highway plan for that 
portion of the District of Columbia. lying between Van Buren 
Street on the north, Georgia. A venue on the east, Nicholson 
Street on the south, and Rock Creek Park on the west; 

S. 2495. An act to define and c1assify health, accident, and 
death benefit companies and associations operating in the Dis~ 
trict of Columbia, and to amend section 653 of the Code of Law 
for the District of Columbia; 

S. 2509. An act to amend section 1004 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States; and . 

S. 2538. An act to authorize the extension of Grant Street 
NE. and Deane A venue NE., in the District of Columbia, from 
l\Iinnesota Avenue to Fifty-eighth Street 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

S. 70. An act for the relief of Minor Berry; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

S. 116. An act to maintain at the United States Military 
Academy an engineer detachment; to the Committee on l\Iili
tary Affairs. 

S. 315. An act fixing the rank of military attaches; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 816. An act to provide for plans and specifications for two 
high schools in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

S.1237. An act for the promotion of Carpenter Joseph A. 
O'Connor, United States Navy, retired, to the rank of chief car
penter on the _retired list; to the Committee .on Na.val Affairs. 

S.1704. An act relieving and exempting lot No. 53 in Ann S. 
Parker's subdivision of lots in square No. 140 of the city of 
Washington, D. C., from the operation of an act entitled "An 
act to restrict the ownership of real estate in the Territories to 
American citizens," approved March 3, 1887; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

S.1785. An act to amend section 647, chapter 18, Code of Law 
for the District of Columbia, relating to annual statements of 
insurance companies; to the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia. 

S. 2048. An act to authorize a new highway plan for that por
tion of the District of Columbia lying between Van Buren Street 
on the north, Georgia Avenue on the east, Nicholson Street on 
the south, and Rock Creek Park on the west; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

S. 2495. An act to define and classify health, accident, and 
death benefit companies and associations operating in the Dis
trict of CoJumbia and to amend section 653 of the Code of Law 
for the District of Columbia ; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

S. 2509. An act to amend section 1004 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2538. An act to authorize the extension of Grant Street NE. 
and Deane A venue NE., in the District of Columbia, from 
Minnesota A venue to Fifty-eighth Street; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

THE WOOL SCHEDULE. 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of H. R. 11019, 
a bill to reduce the duties on wool and manufactures of wool. 

'l'he motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on 
wool and manufactures of wool, with Mr. HAY in the chair. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Ur. HULL]. 

Mr. HULL. l\Ir. Chairman, I desire to submit a few general 
observations preliminary to my remarks upon the pending bill. 

The great issue between the two political parties is that of 
taxation and expenditure. Our Republican friends have always 
preached and practiced the policy of high taxes, high expendi
tures, and high prices of all manufactured articles. Democrats 
have uniformly opposed unequal and exorbitant tax rates as 
well as waste and extravagance in the public expenditures. 
The controlling purpose of Republicans in levying import duties 
is protection to the manufacturers-giving them an absolute 
monopoly of the American market, thus enabling them to fix 
prices limited only by their greed of gain. They leave the 
question of revenue largely to take care of itself. The sole 
purpose of Democrats in imposing duties on imports is to 
secure necessary revenue for the Government, and incidentally 
to so lay these duties as to obtain the revenue with as little 
burden as possible to the taxpayer, and according to his ability 
to pay, and with as little disturbance to the business of the 
cotmtry as possible and without discrimination against class 
or section. -

The effect. as well as the meaning of a protective tariff is 
that the immense taxing power of this Government shall be 
constantly invoked to enable a few thousand manufacturers 
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to sell their products to the people at more than a reasonable 
and fair profit. The issue now, as it long has been, is, Shall 
this unjust interference of the Government cease? 

Mr. Chairman, the first 70 years of our national existence 
Closed with as nearly a perfect reyenue tariff as could be de
vised-the product of Democratic wisdom and statesmanship. 
All parties acquiesced in this system of taxation as wise and just. 
We then had a model government by a model people. All felt 
equally its benefits, and none were exempted by favoritism from 
bearing their share of its burdens. This was under the benign 
influence of Democratic rule. But after the war our Repub
lican brethren administered the affairs of the Nation. They 
immediately began a happy affinity with the privileged class. 
Since then each has considered itself the true affinity of the 
other. The protective tariff-the king of all our evils-was 
gradually fastened upon this country. During all the subse
quent years the sleepless monster of protection, clothed in the 
livery of the law, has invaded every American home and exacted 
its " pound of flesh." The chief underlying cause of existing 
economic, financial, and social ills is traceable to this partner
ship of the Government with crime-the protective tariff. We 
to-day behold the results of protection " run to seed." The 
predictions of Democratic statesmen, made from the begin
ning, have come literally true. We have seen this system, 
which has neyer laid claim to fairness, honesty, or decency, 
propagate colossal trusts and giant monoplies innumerable, 
whose forces gh-e free rein to their unbridled appetite for gain 
and their wicked lust for power. Shielded by vicious class 
legislation, actuated by the sole motive of gain, the beneficiaries 
of this system, the trust, the combine, the exclusive monopoly, 
have for 40 years ruthlessly preyed upon the hard earnings 
of those who toil The unexampled patience and forbearance 
of the American people under this trying ordeal of pillage and 
plunder reads like a story from the feudal ages in England. 

Even President Taft admits in effect that we no. longer have 
competition in American markets. Many of the manufactur
ers-bloated with their ill-gotten wealth, impudent from a long 
lease of privilege-openly boast that their lobbyists sent here 
have been permitted by Republican Congresses to write their 
respective tariff schedules, under which they fixed their own 
high and arbitrary prices. No wonder wealth is so nnequally 
distributed. No wonder business conditions are so unnatural, 
unstable, and artificial. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the people, like a slumbering giant, 
have finally become aroused. They have decreed, in no uncer
tain terms, that tariff iniquities shall be banished. The doom of 
protection, here and everywhere, is plainly to be seen. It has 
always been indefensible; it has now become insupportable. 
Having prevented and delayed the work of tariff reform as long 
as possible, our Republican friends, three years ago, with mock 
seriousness, volunteered to perform this important task. I then 
inquired how the country could expect either of the component 
elements of that sweet, delectable trinity-the tariff benefi
ciaries, the trusts, and the Republican Party-to rise up aud 
slay the others. True, this elegant triumvirate, this e pluribus 
unum, comprises three nominally separate corporations, but all 
are operated under one and the same management I also said 
that it is a trayesty upon common sense to expect the Republi
can Party, which is the pliant tool, the shield bearer, the toady, 
the lackey, the flunky of protection and the trusts, to fight with 
them any other than a sham battle. Each is the other's keeper. 
They are banded together under an obligation of honor, in so far 
as honor can bind certain classes, for all purposes of offense and 
defense. 

REPUBLICAN FAILURE TO REVISE THE TAIUFF. 

What has been the result during the past three years of so
called Republican effort at tariff reform? Their first effort wa-s 
the Payne-Aldrich monstrosity. It was worse than an abortion. 
It was an attempt to fool the people once too often, as shown by 
the last election returns. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Their next step was to set up the plea that neither Congress 
nor the President knew anything about the tariff and that only 
a tariff commission had the knowledge and ability sufficient to 
deal with it successfully. Acc~rdingly the last Republican Con
gress created such a commission. That body of excellent gen
tlemen has been laboring more than a year, and thus far has 
only been able to report on one minor schedule of the present 
tariff law. There are 14 schedules in all. At this rate it would 
take this board 15 years to lay its complete work before Con
gress for its action, and in the meantime the tariff extortion 
would go on. [Applause on the Democratic side.] You can 
not take the tariff out of politics. It has ever been a constant 
and fruitful source of political controversy in all countries, and 
will so continue until men are no longer influenced by human 
nature and human avarice. This is but another characteristic 

Republican effort to baffie and delay the great movement for 
honest tariff reform. Their third and last step relative to tariff 
revision was to suggest and urge Canadian reciprocity. Con· 
sidered alone, this bill was not equitable in several respects, but 
it did contain downward revision and looked toward free trade 
with Canada-Democratic doctrine-hence the Democratic 
House, supported by a minority of the Republicans, promptly 
passed it, without attempting in any way to play politics, and 
sent it to a Republican Senate, where it at times seems doomed 
to die a lingering death. However, I trust that the lash of 
public sentiment may yet drive unwilling Republicans in another 
body to its support. But, in any event, the fact must not be 
overlooked that this bill embodies fundamental Democratic: 
principles, modestly appropriated by a Republican President, 
and without the united aid of Democrats, both in and out of 
Congress, the President's efforts would have received scant 
support. 

1\fr. Chairman, it is therefore to be seen that the three steps 
taken by the Republicans toward tariff revision spell "failure'' 
and "incapacity" in box-car letters. 

DEMOCRACY THE PEOPLE'S HOPN FOR HO!'O!JST REVISION. 

In its entire history none but Democrats have ever willingly 
given this country substantial and honest relief from oppressive 
taxation. The representatives of that great body are here in 
this House to-day with honest hearts and willing hands engaged 
in the work of uprooting the system of highest protection known 
to the fiscal history of any government. The undertaking is 
great. The task is :uduous. The opposition is powerful and 
insolent. Fifty years in their growth and upbuilding make the 
predatory interests feel securely entrenched. To dislodge them 
and to restore this to a government of the people will require 
courage, persistency, patience, and unity on the part of Demo
crats. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It took the English 
people 11 years under the leadership of Peel, Cobden, and Bright 
to batter down and destroy the protective-tariff system of Eng
land- Ider but less formidable than ours-and to establish the 
fiscal system demanded by the people. 

l\ir. Chairman, in prosecuting the work of tariff reduction, it 
is needless to say that Democrats will act in a spirit of fair· 
ness and justice. Every citizen alike desh'es to see this coun· 
try thrive and prosper. No legitimate business interest will be 
injured or seriously disturbed. Democrats are conservative 
when. conservatism will suffice. They are radical when radical
ism is necessary to uproot some deep-seated evil that afilicts 
the country or to prevent its taking root. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Speaking for myself, as a Democrat, I believe that to prop
erly revise and readjust our system of taxation so as to round 
out the most perfect and lasting fiscal system, and which I 
favor, would require a gradual reduction of the tariff to a 
sound revenue basis-lopping off existing inequalities and 
abuses, placing minimum rates, or none at all, on articles of 
prime necessity and universal consumption, and maximum rates 
on luxuries-and there should be levied an equitable and com· 
prehensive excise or income tax to equalize the tax burden and 
to give elasticity and productiveness to our tax system. [Ap
plause- on the Democratic side.] The experience of most all 
the leading nations of the world conclusively shows that a 
modernized income or excise tax, combined with our other 
methods of taxation, makes up the fairest and most perfect 
fiscal system that can be devised. I predict that this country 
will soon come to this fiscal policy, and the sooner the better. 

ITS RECORD THUS FAR. 

1\Ir. Chairman, I now desfre to discuss briefly the present 
work of Democratic tariff revision. We have passed the reci· 
procity bill, which has split the Republican Party wide open 
been.use it is based upon Democratic doctrine. As a companion 
measure we have passed the farmers' free-list bill, which places 
upon the free list all agricultural implements, boots and shoes, 
a.net other important articles of common nece ity, thereby re
storing them to the field of unlimited competition and saving 
the farmers and other classes probably $100,000,000 per annum. 

We now have under consideration the woolen schedule. And 
I desire to say at this point, l\.Ir. Chairman, that, unlike all 
Republican tariff legislation, the pending bill was not written 
b~· the lobbyists of either the woolgrower or the woolen manu· 
fac:turer. No representative of the privileged class had the 
slightest knowledge ot the provisions of this bill until after it 
was laid before the House Democratic ca.ucus on Thursday last. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] I may also add here that 
this bill is violently opposed by every beneficiary of the high 
rates in the present woolen schedule. [Applause on the Demo· 
era tic side.] It is likewise opposed by every Republican pro
tectionist in Congress who can oppose it without losing his seat 
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here. This bill emasculates and breaks the backbone of pro
tection under Schedule K-the woolen schedule. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe, and have long believed, that the 
ound economic policy and the best party policy would require 

the remo-rnl of all duties from the importations of raw wool 
At present, howe\er, the weight of opinion, even among those 
whose \iews are in harmony with mine, is that the long step 
toward free wool as embodied in this bill is more wise a.nd 
feasible th:in to seek the total removal of the duty outright 
This schedule now ranks third us a revenue producer. To strike 
out the $21,000,000 re\enue deri\ed from raw wool, without at 
the same time replacing it with a new source of taxation, would 
create a deficit in the Treasury. The Democrats are revising 
the tariff schedule by schedule. This renders it quite difficult, 
if uot impossible, to satisfactorily make up such a deficiency 
until subsequent schedules, which would properly embrace the 
new subjects of taxation that would replace the wool tax, could 
be reached and considered. This course will enable the Demo
crats in Congress later on to substitute other subjects of taxa
tion less burdensome than that of raw wool and place the latter 
on t4e free list. 

Another reason is tha.t the Democrats and others might be 
able to pass the pending bill through the Senate and thereby 
gi\e the people immeasurable relief from the existing tax bur
den in the wool schedule, whereas a free-wool bill would not have 
the snme chance of passing the Senate. At any rate, ~Ir. Chair
man, after long discussion and consideration, the conclusion 
became clearly apparent that the Democrats of the House, in 
T'iew of the state of the Treasury, deemed it more practical and 
wise to deal with the woolen schedule as this bill proposes, and 
nt the same time reiterating the Democratic policy to the effect 
that wool should be made free as soon as revenue conditions 
will permit and as soon as other subjects of taxation less bur
densome can be substituted. The proposed bill lops off the 
extortion in the present law and places this schedule on a 
strict re\enue basis. 

THE WOOL TARIFF. 

The present law undertakes to give the woolgrower and the 
wool manufacturer a complete monopoly of the American mar
ket, permitting them to fix their own arbitrary prices. This 
law is maintained upon the evident assumption that the Ameri
can people will either cease to wear woolen clothing or pur
chase it from the American manufacturer at two and three 
times its fair value. In writing this schedule every device that 
ing€nuity could contrive was resorted to to conceal the enor
mous protection and graft contained therein. Its peculiar 
classifications, its compensatory duties, its specific, ad valorem, 
and compound duties, its duties by the pound, its duties by 
the yard, and so forth, are staggering and puzzling even to an 
expert mind. For the purposes of the ta.riff wool now is divided 
into classes 1, 2, and 3. The tariff on class 1 is 11, 22, and 33 
cents a pound, according to whether the wool is unwashed, 
washed, or scoured. 

The duty on class 2 is 12 cP.ts a pound on washed and un
washed .and 24 cents a pound "Scoured, while the duty on 
class 3-carpet wools that do not compete with our wools-
is 4 cents when valued at ·less than 12 cents a pound and 7 
cents when Talued at. over 12 cents a pound. The average 
tariff on raw wool is 44.31 per cent. The present bill wipes out 
these three classes and imposes a flat ad Talorem rate of 20 
per cent. This is a reduction of 56 per cent of the present 
average duty on raw wool. The average tariff on the manufac
tured product under the present law is 90.10 per cent, and under 
the pending bill it is 42.55 per cent. This is a reduction of 53 
per cent of the present average duties on the manufactured 
goods. 

PRESENT STA.TE OF THE TRE:ABURY. 

I desire here to allude to the condition of the Treasury. On 
Tuesday of this week the excess of ordinary receipts over ordi
nary disbursements was $1,780,861, and for this fiscal year to 
date $8,656,775. The receipts from customs for the present fis
cal year, up to this date, were $294,241,710. To this date last 
year the customs receipts were $310,445,815. This shows a de
cline in customs receipts from last year up to this date of more 
th.an $16,000,000. According to the same ratio of decline, it is 
but fair to estimate that the receipts from this source will, on 
June 30, the end of this fiscal year, show a falling off of 
$18,000,000 to $20,000,000. Save for the unexpected and abnor
mal increases of reyenue from other sources for 1910 and also 
for this year, there would now be a large deficit in the Treasury. 

During this and last year the increase of revenue from in
ternal-reYenue sources was entirely abnormal. This is shown 
by the fact that the revenue derived from the internal revenue 
proper for 1909 was only $246,000,000. The average annual 
reYenue derlrnd from this source from 1903 to 1910, inclusive, 
omitting the $20,000,000_ corporation tax for 1910, was only 

$249,000,000. These average annual figures are the only safe 
basis on which to estimate the natural level of this source of 
receipts. Fluctuations, it is true, occasionally occur, as is the 
case with respect to this source of receipts for both rn10 and 
1911. It so happens that during these two years the revenues 
from tobacco, distilled spirits, and other intoxicants jumped up 
more than $20,000,000 last year, and bid fair to do so this year, 
but the probabilities are that they will soon go back to their 
normal level. Again, the fact should not be overlooked t~n.t 
the miscellaneous receipts for this year have increased some 
$12,000,000 OT'er those of recent previous years. This item is 
always uncertain. It· will amount to about $6-0,(100.000 this 
year, whereas it was only $45,000,000 last year and $-10,9-00.000 
the year previous, and the ayerage receipts from this i:;oui'ce 
for the past eight years were less than $45,000,000. The fact 
should also be noticed that on this date last year only $800,000 
of the. corporation tax had been paid, whereas at this time 
more than $8,000,000 of that tax ha.s been paid into the Treas
ury. The only certain thing about receipts from customs duties 
is that on account of the large number of prohibitory rates 
they can not be reasonably expected to go higher hereafter 
than the amount for the present year. As to how much lower 
they may go can only be surmised by a glance at the great 
fiuctuatiollil of receipts from this source during recent years. 
It is equally certain that they are on a gradual and certain 
decline now. No one can foretell when or where this decline 
may stop. 

To illustrate, the receipts for 1905 were $261,000,000, while for 
1907 they had jumped to $332,000,000, but, characteristic of this 
source of revenue, in 1908 they fell to $286,000,000, a loss in one 
year of $46,000,000 and a difference, caused by a fluctuation be
tween the years 1905 and 1908, of nearly $120,000,000, thus 
plunging the Treasury into a good-sized deficit. For 1910 the 
customs receipts jumped to $333,000,000 from $300,000,000 in 
1909. This is largely accounted for because imports were held 
back awaiting the passage of the Payne bill From all the fore
going facts and circumstanc-es the only rational conclusion is 
that receipts from customs are on a gradual but certain decline, 
a.nd that those from miscellaneous and other internal sources 
can not be expected to retain the high level to which they have 
jumped during this and last year. To be entirely safe, I will 
estimate that the recent unnatural rise in receipts from internal 
revenue and miscellaneous sources should decline toward their 
normal le\cl to the extent of one-half, this would result in a 
loss of $15,000,000. From this sum deduct the present excess of 
ordinary receipts over ordinary disbursements, $8,656,775, and 
we face a deficit of $6,000,000 to $7,000,000. The inevitable situ· 
ation, therefore, that must immediately and for an indefinite 
time confront Congress is, in effect, a depleted, and, most cer
tainly, a depleting, condition of the Treasury. 

Furthermore, this House has heretofore passed the reciprocity 
measure. This will reduce the re\enues some $8,375,000. We 
have also passed the farmers' free list bill. This will reduce 
the revenue $11,000,000. In passing these and other ta.riff bills 
through the House we can only assume that the Senate will be 
wise and patriotic enough to put them up to the President, who 
would for like reasons approve them. Upon this basis, there
fore, we must estimate the future state of our revenues. Our 
Republican friends are anxiously watching for a chance to pa. 
rade before the country the cry that this Democratic House has 
passed bills which, if enacted into laws, would knock an im
mense hole in the Treasury and compel the Government to issue 
millions of bonds. The gentleman from New York [Ur. PAYNE], 
for example, stated that the free-list bill would deprive the 
Treasury of near $50,000,000. 

I here read a lisf of the imports and duties for the year end· 
ing June 30, 1910, under the Payn~ law, and also the pending 
bill-the latter estimated: 
Average rates, imports and duties under present law and the proP-OBed 

law. 

Items. 

Raw"Wool: 

1~Yf~t_s_-: :::::: ::::::: :~:: :: : :: ::::::: :::::::: 
Average unit of value, per pound •... _··-··~··. 
Equivalent ad valorem rate, per cent ......... . 

Manufactures of wool: 

~t~~----:: :::: :::: :: :: ::: :: : : : : : : : : : : ::: :: ::: 
Equtva.lent ad valorem rate, per cent ......... . 

Total revenue .................. .......... .... .... . 

Present act- Pr~~~~t
Res?Jts for year resnlts for a 
endmg June 30, 12_month 

l9lO. period. 

547 J 678, 293. 20 
521, 128, 728. 74 

S0.185 
44. 31 

S23, 057, 357. 78 
~20, 775, 820. 76 

90.10 
$41, 90-1, 549. 50 

$66, 991, 000. 00 
$13, 398, zoo. 00 

20. 00 

$53,831,000. 00 
• $27, 158, 000. 00 

.r.!. 55 
$40, 556, 200. 00 
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This bill will thus give the people incalculable relief from 
unjust burdens of taxation and at the same time contribute the 
usual sum to sustain the Treasury. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1910 this country produced 328,110,749 
' pounds of wool and imported 256,606,638 pounds. The domestic 
consumption of raw wool and wool equivalent of fabric for 
1910 was 628,718,934 pounds. We consume more than one-fifth 
of the world's total output of wool, which last year was 
2,854,384,000 pounds. 

EFFECT OF WOOL TARIFF SINCE 1867. 

· Mr. Chairman, at the close of the war .our unwashed domestic 
wool was worth about 40 cents a pound. Then it was that the 
woolen manufacturer approached the woolgrower and convinced 
him that if a combination of the two interests could write into 
our tariff laws a wool schedule containing prohibitory rates upon 
both raw and manufactured wool the woolgrower would be able 
to permanently maintain these war prices and the manufacturer 
could not only maintain but increase his. The result was the 
wool tariff of 1 67, a network of compound and compensatory 
duties. The Republicans have transmitted that law to the 
Payne Tariff Act, with slight modifications. We behold that law 
to-day in all its hideous infamy, hoary with age, but with an 
ever-increasing appetite for pelf. Did the act of 1867 yield to 
our sheep grower the expected results? No! The years went 
on. Wool gradually declined in Yalue, so that after 24 years' 
experiment-1 91-the prices had fallen off one-half and the 
number of sheep east of the .Missouri and Mississippi Rivers bad 
declined in numbers one-half. In 1892 1\Ir. S. N. D. North, 
notorious a~ a tariff lobbyist for the woolen manufacturers, in 
a letter to the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
gave a careful comparison of prices of wool in the Boston and 
London markets for each year from 1867 to 1891, and a general 
average showed little difference between the two markets during 
all this time. Sheep in this country declined from 50,000,000 in 
1884 to 43,000,000 in 1 91. In Texas alone they declined in num
bers from 4,281,812 in 1891 to. 2,852,269 in 1894, and this occurred 
under the McKinley law. In 1891, after 20 years of protection, 
we were obliged to import 129,303,648 pounds of wool. From 
1891to1909 the domestic supply of wool only increased 14,000.000 
pounds, about 4-! per cent, while our population increased 46 per 
cent, so that we now have to import 260,000,000 pounds of wool, 
almost as much as we produce. Republicans, refusing to give the 
panic credit for any of the loss, insist that the number of sheep 
declined from 45,000,000 in 1894 to 36,800,000 in 1897 on account 
of the Wilson tariff. Then how do they explain the decline of 
sheep from 50,360,000 in 1885 to 42,600,000 in 1889 under a 
high tariff? And how do they explain the decline from 63,965,-
000 in 1903 to 45,170,000 in 1905 under the Dingley law? My 
figures are taken from the Yearbook of the Department of 
Agriculture. Again, how do they explain the fact that during 
the Wilson law a world-wide panic caused the prices of wool 
to first decline in Europe corresponding· to the later decline 
here? And finally, how do they account for the fact that 
during this same time the yalue and numbers of other live 
stock, including cattle and hogs, and I should add cereals, suf
fered a decline corresponding to that of sheep? Will they con
tend that the Wilson tariff was responsible for all these like 
conditions?" If so, they "state themselves out of court." The 
whole truth is that while protection has at times been of cer
tain temporary benefit to the woolgrower, but at a tremendous 
expense to the American people, yet, taken as a whole, it has 
brought him no permanent advantage. He has lost far more 
by the enhanced price of the manufactured product than he has 
ever gained by protection. To illustrate: When the woolen 
manufacturer, under the present law, buys the farmer's un
washed wool of the first class the farmer is supposed to get 
the benefit of his 11 cents a pound tariff. But what becomes 
of it? Another section of this same tariff law provides that 
on ready-made clothing the duty per pound shall be four times 
the duty imposed upon a pound of unwashed wool of the first 
class and 60 per cent ad valorem. The farmer gets his wool 
back in the form of a suit of clothes with this enormous tariff 
added to what be would otherwise have paid. 

Mr. Chairman, the American woolgrower will finally realize 
that he is being used by the manufacturer. He wil). find that 
the sheep industry, as to wool, is a migratory one, and that no 
artificial tariff prices, however high, will or can materially 
affects its permanent development or decline. For hundreds of 
years Spain produced all the ~fine wools !or the world. Later 
Germany excelled. .At present Australia has the largest market 
for fine wools. In this country the sheep industry has drifted 
first from the Eastern to the Middle Western States, and thence 
to the mountain States of the Northwest. Sheep as a wool 
industry always give way to agriculture wherever the -lands 

make the latter profitable and people are at all numerous. Its 
history shows that this industry has traveled from country to 
country and from continent to continent. 

The world's market is the chief factor in fixing the price of 
our domestic wools. The American woolen manufacturer, how
ever, is a strong econdary factor. Different soils and climates 
and pasturage produce different cla es of wool even from the 
same breed of sheep-the wool differing in fineness, soundne s, 
fiber, strength, evenness, and length. Our woolgrower depends 
solely upon our home manufacturer to purchase his wooL The 
latter, before buying his raw wool, first takes bis orders for cloths. 
These call for an immen e variety as to finish, style, ingredient , 
and so forth. Onr manufacturer goes abroad, where he can have 
the world's varietie of wool from which to make the most suitable 
selections-both as to cla s and price-with which to intermix 
our American wools and thereby fill his orders more acceptably. 
After buying such of our home wool as he needs or can utilize 
for this purpose, he informs the home woolgrower that he does 
not need any more of his wool. The result is stagnation and 
depre sion in the do.mestic wool trade, much of the time result
ing in sales to our n.ome manufacturer at prices virtually on the 
world's level. In the meantime our home manufacturer, having 
a monopoly of tlle market, compels every citizen to pay almo t 
two prices for his finished product, supposedly made of wool, 
but in fact often composed of adulterant , such as cotton, 
shoddy, mohair, camel's hair, horsehair, and other kinds of hair 
than that of the sheep. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here a very entertaining and carefully 
prepared statement by Mr. S. N. D. North, who, as I have stated, 
bas been for more than a quarter of a century notorious as a 
representative and a lobbyist of the woolen people. He has 
written a book on the entire subject and the various phases of 
wool production and wool manufacture. In this statement be· 
fore the Dingley Ways and Means Committee he is supposed to 
have been candid and frank, and I send it to the Clerk's desk 
and ask to have read the marked portions on each one of the 
two pages opened. 

Mr. REILLY. What pages are they? 
Mr. HULL. Pages 1650 and 1651 of volume 2 of the Tariff 

Hearings of 1 96-97. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Never until he had experience under free wool did the manufacturer 

realize the full extent of the disadvantage he suffers by reason of the 
wool duty and the impossibility, by any compensatory duty, of fully 
offsetting these disadvantages. In order that this fact may be brought 
home to you, we have briefly summarized these disadvantages. 

(1) In the selection of forei gn wools the duty restricts him within 
the narrowest limits, and thu excludes him from many of the blends 
from which the foreign manufacturers get the best results. His cholc~ 
is nece sarily confined to the comparatively small supply of ligbt
shrinkage wools. He i thus excluded from many . of the fine wools, 
which reach the markets in a very grea y condition. The range of 
product open to him is thus greatly limited. 

(2) This concentration of American purchasers upon a compara
tively small class of foreign wools increa es the price of those wools 
in comparison with the price of the much larger as ortment of other 
wools offered, and thus the duty directly adds to the cost of the wool 
a material sum in addition to the actual duty paid, and adds corre
spondingly to the cost of manufacture. The course of the markets 
under free wool has indicated that toe enhancement of the price of 
the light-shrinkage wools, by reason of the concentration of American 
competition upon them, is in the neighborhood of 4 cents a pound. 

( 3) The wool duty not only restricts the choice and adds to the 
price of the American manufacturer, but it, of course, correspondingly 
enlarges the choice and cheapens the price of the wools of the forelgn 
manufacturer. The disadvantages of the American manufacturer thus 
become distinct advantages, added to all the other advantages which the 
foreigner naturally pos esses over the American. 

( 4) All the restrictions and limitations of the old law upon the im· 
portation of wool were put there to embarrass and impede the manu· 
facturer in his choice of wools. They do have that effect, and are 
thus an additional disadvantage under which he labors and for which 
he gets no compensatory equivalent. Nothing akin or equivalent to 
them appears anywhere else in any tariff schedule. They imply that 
the whole business of importing wool is a fraud or tainted with fraud. 
As a matter of fact, there is no branch of importing where the busine s 
is more honestly done or where the opportunities for fraud are so few. 
Nearly all foreign wools are now bought and sold at public auction and 
are put up without reference to the American market. The expense of 
repacking these bales is sufficient to bar the attempted fraud which all 
these restrictions contemplate. 

The wool manufacturer has moved too fast and too far ahead both 
at home and abroad. The handicap it was possible to offset by com
pensatory duties 30 years ago, if restored in all its old rigors, will 
cripple and repress the manufacture, will stop its diversification, will 
confine it in a strait-jacket to the detriment of all concerned, and more 
especially to the injury of the American woolgrower. 

The great and important fact is that as the manufacture has now 
developed here the use of foreign wools has become indispensable. 
Any duty on wool, the purpose of which is to exclude and prohibit its 
Importation, will restrict the American manufacture to su:-h fabrics 
and effects as can be produced from domestic wools, and the result of 
such restriction will be to enormously increa e the imports of foreign 
wool in manufactured form, irrespective of the duties you may im
pose. This enormous development in the world's wool supply, of which 
I have spoken, has re-created the art of manufacture. Our foreign 
competitors, free to pick and choose in this vast and varied assortment 
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of wools, ~ach varieo/ especially adap_ted to some special purp?se, will j ,,·ere imported. But the wealthy class, desiring certain foreign 
control this market m the fancy fabrics unless Congress peruuts them : desians nnd finishes imported last year cloths worth OYCI' 70 
to be met and matched by the use of the same wools. J ~ ... ' · 

Notwithstandin "' the high duties on wools maintained from 1861 to ceuts a pound t CI the nmount of $6,10-1,000 of our total importa-
189~ there. neve! ;'vas u t~c in o.ur history whe.n the h<!me supply ;v!'ls I 'fons of $23,000,000. The costliest imported carpets account 
so ms~c1ent m comparison with these specrn.l r:eqmremrn~s . rne I for an addit ional $4 392 788 of our total imp. ortations. Enormous proportion of fine wools grown here ha.s been steadily decreasmg. and ; , .' . . ' ,' •. . 
is certain to continue to decr ease. The farmer has learned t hat t here tn n ff rates, rangmg as mgh as 87 per cent, bar out all the cheaper 
is greater profit to him in 1·aisi~g the mutton sheep. . . '!

1 C[tl'pets. But the wealthy class imported fine carpets, costing 
In the second plnce, our _friends the woolgr owers. entircI:; r::a sap- abroad $4 37 per square \ard to the amount in ni.lue I lrn:re 

prchE9-1d the effects of these Im~orted wools upon t hen· own m:h:st ry, , ~ • · . ., ~ ' . 
1 and seek'. here legislation which is devised for t heir own injury. I Jnst stated, they berng subJected to 60 pel' cent tanff. We a so 

The lUigest quantity of clothing and combing wools ever imi.)orted 1 n:"k up $3 220 000 the ralue of costly women's and children's 
into t.his country u~der a c1.ut y was 41,000,000 pounds in l~D~. 'l'hi:.t ! d~~~s good's w~rth abm-e ,..0 cents a pound as a part of our quantity of wool did not d1spl:lce a sm;!lc pound of domest1c wool rn ~ .. ' .. • . '- . 
the manufacture. It permitted the manufact ure of certain goods in total importations of $23,000,000. Most all of this class of arti
which domestic "'.ool was used in con~unction w}th the forei;;n wbich cles that would be purchased by any except ·people of wealth are 
~~gnre~t ~~.ti~w1se have been made m the Uruted States under the shut out from our country by tariff ~ates rnn_ging from Gu to 

No American manufacturer buys foreig-n wool for any plll'pose which 154 per cent. The total amount of importabons of women's 
he can accomplish equally well by tb.e use of domestic wool. No man nnd children's dress <roods which is about $9,000,000, were of 
advances the money to pay wool duties 8 c1· 10 months before he can . . db_ 1 ' t b b d th h f lP 
hope to get it back in the sale of h is goods who can make these goods such high quality an ,. a ue as o e eyon e reac o peop ~ 
out of materials nt hand. In a word, this wool was not used to dis- of ordinary means. 
place American wool. It did not displace it, and the importation or 
it increased the market for American wool. There has never been a COMP.ABISO~ OF RA.TES IN PRESENT LAW .AND PROPOSED LAW. 

fi:t;ht~~re;~ogida~~t ~x~~edv~~~ ~~~;:1~~ir:~ini~Pi~Y~h\r~~e~~i In view of the Republic-an method of imposing_ the highest 
tariff bill ri~ht and the domestic manufacturer can promise the wool- rates of taxation upon articles o~ l~gest consumption and most 
gro~ei· a quick market for all the raw material he can grow for many uni\ersal use the most accurate method of cu.lculating the re-
yerus to come. I lief which the proposed bill would give the American people 

.Mr. HULL. lt is seen that, after all, our woolgrower does not would be a comparison of the fiat rates contained in the 
directly compete with foreign wools to the extent supposed, for we , pending bill with the higher rates imposed by the Payne law. 
ha"fe to send abroad for nearly one-half of the wool we consume I Ifor illustration: The propo£ed bill imposes a duty of 20 per 
in any e\ent, and these foreign purchases are largely composed '. cent on all top, slubbing, and other wastes; the present law im
of classes that we do not produce, but which are suitable to mix 1 noses n duty of 150 per cent. The proposed bill lCYies a rate of 
with our domestic wool in order to turn out goods of the most j 25 per cent on all wool tops; the present law imposes :i l1uty 
desirable finish, style, and price. Mr. Chairman, the prices of of 111 per cent. The proposed bill le\ies a duty of 30 per cent 

• wool are higher in London-the world's market-to-day than l on all yarns; the present law imposes a tax of l59.75 per cent. 
they are in Boston. I should like to pursue this inquiry fur- I The pending bill prescribes a rate of 40 per cent on all cloths; 
ther, but time forbids. Existing conditions confirm one in the I the present law levies a tax of 144 per cent. The proposed bill 
conclusion that the revenue rate on wool proposed in the pend- le\ies a duty of 30 per cent on all blankets; the present law 
ing bill is amply justified. I go further, Mr. Chairman, and imposes a tax of 136.01 per cent. The pending bill le"fies a tax 
say that, when obtainable, free wool would soon redound to the ' of 45 per cent on all women's and children's dress goods; the 
benefit of every Am~rican citizen, regardless of his business or present law imposes a tax of 154.35 per cent. The proposed 
occupation. If this happy r.esult could be had, the sheep grower bill levies a tariff of 45 per cent on all ready-made clothing and 
east of the Mississippi could continue to realize his chief profit articles of wearing apparel; the present law imposes a fax of 
out of mutton sold, and OUT manufach1rer could import his 96.40 per cent on all shawls, 95.56 per cent on all knitted ar
additional wool less the present exorbitant tariff, which greatly -t:icles, 85.84 per cent on wool hats, 65.16 per cent on cloaks, and 
enhances the cost of manufacture and still more greatly en- 77.09 per cent on other ready-made clothing. The proposed bill 
hances his price of the finished product sold to the American leyies a tariff rate of 35 per cent on all webbings, suspenders, 
people without competition. ribbons, etc.; the present law proposes a tax of 87.06 per cent. 

PRESF~T TARIFF o:. WOOL MAXCFACTURES. The proposed bill levies a tax of 35 per cent on all Saxony 

It would require four combined languages, containing the 
greatest power of expression, to ade11uately depict the inequal
ities, abuses, monstrosities, and outrages embraced in the exist
ing woolen schedule. The aggregate of compound and other 
rates in the manufacturer's end of the schedule are more than 
mountain high. The manufacturer must exclaim, as did Lord 
Clive before a committee of the English Parliament, " My God! 
I am surprised at my own moderation." .And yet, Mr. Chair
man, next to eatables and cotton goods, woolen articles are the 
most uni'rnrsal necessaries. N'ext to hunger, protection from 
cold ranks in the scale of human necessity. What are human 
rights and human liberty worth in this country if, in order to 
enrich a few thousand persons, 90,000,000 people must wear 
cotton or Yery light wool and shoddy clothes and shiver through 
the depths of rigorous winters because of their inability to pay 
a tax of 96 per cent on an all-wool suit of clothes? Why not, 
while treating the manufacturer fairly, compel him to be con
tent with fair competition and with a reasonable profit? 

Mr. Chairman, a glance at the facts shows that real competi
tion in woolen goods is entirely shut out and prohibited by the 
present law. The rnlue of our domestic worsted and woolen 
manufactures in 1009 was $419,826,000, but the total value of 
our domestic consumption of raw wool and wool equivalent of 
fabric was for 1910 over $625,000,000. The total imports of the 
manufactures of wool was $23,532,175 in value. The percentage 
of importations to our domestic manufactures is less than 4 per 
cent. Our exportations of wbolen manufactures are scarcely 
nominal. 

But it should be kept in mind that this $23,000,000 of imports 
embraces articles, in the main, that only the wealthy can buy. 
Take the item of cloths. All the cheaper cloths are prohibited. 
Those valued at not more than 40 cents a pound are subjected 
to a. duty of 144.05 per cent; those valued at above 40 cents 
and under 70 cents a pound carry a duty of 123.55 per cent; 
while_ all cloths valued at above 70 cents a pound only have a 
duty of 96.02 per cent-the· Republican habit of levying the 
lowest duty on goods of greatest value. -The result is that but 
a few thousand dollars' W-Orth of cloths nndeI' 70 cents a _pound 

carpets, and others in that class; the present law fixes a tax 
of 70.14 per cent. The proposed bill fixes a rate of 30 per cent 
on all Brussels carpets, and carpets of like character ; the 
present law levies a tax of 76.2~ per cent. The rates I have 
gh·en, imposed by the pTesent law, are for the year 1910, and 
are chiefly prohibitive. 

Without proceeding further with the comparison I should 
say that corresponding contrasts exist on through this item of 
carpets. It is needless to remark that no carpets are imported 
save the very costly qualities, which only the wealthy can 
afford. It is also needless to suggest that under the enormous 
prohibitory rates not enough yarns are imported to run an 
American mill a week. • 

Oomparati·ve reductions. 

Payne. Underwood. 

Cost. Duty. Total. Cost. Duty. Total. 
Saving. 

---------------
Blankets,1 per pound .. -. r-~ 

S0.34 $0. 74 S0.40 so.12 $0.52 so.22 
.50 .53 1.03 .50 .22 .72 .32 

Afore than 3 yards in .40 .53 .93 .40 .12 .52 .41 
length, per pound. • 70 • 79 1. 49 • 70 .31! 1.02 .47 ! .~ .53 .93 .40 .16 .56 .37 

Cloth, per potmd ...... _. .60 .74 1.34 .60 .24 .84 .50 
1.00 .99 1.99 1.00 .40 1.40 .59 

Dress goods, Il8I' square .15 .14; .29~ .15 .001 .211 .08 
yard ....... ···----·-·_ . 20 .18 .38 .20 .09 .29 .09 

Cloaks, per pound .. .. _ .. .50 .74 1.24 .50 .23 . 73 .51 
Clothing, snit ........... { 10.00 7.09 17.09 10.00 4.50 14. 50 2.59 

20. 00 14.18 34.18 20.00 9.00 29.00 5.18 

1 Costing 80 cents a pound, the saving will be 52 cents on each pound. 

Our Republican friends e1idently made a strenuous effort. 
to impose duties on woolen manufactmes high enough to en
tirely block all importations. This is e-ridenced by the fact 
that our total importations of $23,000,000 consists almost en
tirely of goods wholly beyond the purchasing capacity of the 
middle and poorer classes of people. 
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Mr. Chairman, in supporting this bill we propose to so re
duce the rates on all the manufactures of wool as to place them 
on a reasonable and fair competitive basis-in other words, on 
a strict tariff-for-revenue basis-and without discrimination as 
to class, business, or section. The real average rate on all man
ufactured goods under which competition would be determined is 
between 30 and 35 per cent, whereas the same was around 40 per 
cent in the Springer bill, 47.84 per cent in the Wilson bill, over 40 
per cent in the 1\lills bill. and less than that proposed in any bill 
since the war. In the language of the Republican minority 
leader, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN], on yesterday, 
"if treated as a bill drawn for the purpose of protection, this 
measure is a failure." This measure wipes out the discrimina
tion in favor of the worsted and against the clothing manufac
turer and places every woolen manufacturer upon equal terms. 
This is all the clothing wool manufacturer has ever asked. It 
is to be expected that the woolen manufacturer will be loath 
to give up the enormous graft upon which he has been feeding 
at the expense of 90,000,000 people under the existing law. 
Naturally they condemn the proposed bill in the strongest terms 
and insist that it will drive all of them out of business and de
stroy both the wool manufacturers and the wool. producer in 
this country. They have already sounded this false alarm, as 
is their custom when about to be denied special privileges. 
But in contrast with this cry of fear is the frank statement con
tained in a tract of the American Woolen Co., circulated in 
1900, when it was seeking to sell shares of its stock, which 
reads as follows : 

The Washington mills was started under the first administration of 
President Cleveland, and despite the vagaries of the tarlff for the next 
12 years, it prospered and succeeded in an unparalleled degree. The 
fact is that with the progress that has been made in woolen ma
chinery and the increased skill of our American operatives the woolen 
business of America is rapidly reaching a position where even a return 
to the conclitions similar to those existing under the Wilson bill would 
not seriously impair its profitableness. 

Mr. Chairman, neither this Democratic House nor the country 
will become exercised at this effort of the beneficiaries of the 
existing wool schedule to retard the progress of tariff · reduc
tion. The cry of " cheap foreign labor" would be of more 
efficacy were it not for the fact, as I now recan, ·that more than 
60 per cent of the labor employed in the woolen mills of this 
country is comprised of foreign-born persons. 

The CHAIRMAN (1\fr. DAVIS of West Virginia). The time 
of the gentleman has expired. 

1\Ir. UNDERWOOD. Does the gentleman desire further time? 
Mr. HULL. Just a little more. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gentleman such time as 

he desires. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized to conclude 

his remarks. 
1\Ir. POST. Will the gentleman yield for a question 
1\Ir. HULL. I hope the gentleman will wait a few minutes, 

until I proceed further, and then I shall be glad to yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the geu

tleman about the average weight of an ordinary blanket. 
Mr. HULL. It ranges, as I remember, from 3 to 5 pounds. 

Some might go oyer, and lighter ones might not be quite so 
much. 

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentle~n yield for just a question? 
The gentleman now is speaking of the saving to the wholesale 
purchaser. When that comes to the actual consumer there 
must be added to what the gentleman states the intervening 
profit of the manufacturer and wholesaler, and the consumer 
r.ealJy pays even more than the gentleman has stated, does he 
not? 

1\Ir. HULL. Naturally. I was not undertaking to carry this 
through the various steps in order to reach the consumer, but 
I was showing the direct effect of where it operates first and 
where the proposed bill is substituted for the present law. 

l\Ir. HARDY. What I wanted to state was that this effect is . 
that it increases when it comes to the consumer. 

Mr. HULL. The whole truth about the tariff, as it affects 
the woolgrower and the wool manufacturer, is largely summed 
up in the statement of Mr. S. N. D. North, made before the 
Dingley Ways and Means Committee in 1896. This great re
duction in the tariff on wool and woolen goods-and it would be 
more so with free wool and corresponding reductions on the fin
ished product-means that our manufacturer would have all 
the different varieties of wool in the world from which to select, 
without the handicap of the present high tariff, and mix with 
our domestic wools so as to turn out a finished product of every 
quality, style, texture, and price in demand here or elsewhere. 
He would furnish the American people a much higher class -Of 
goods for less money, his business would increase in every direc-

tion, and his large export trade would naturally arise, just as 
it has been built up by our American manufacturers in almost 
every other line. On the other hand, our wool would be in 
greater demand and would adjust itself under the natural law 
of legitimate business to a sound and stable level of prices. We 
produce many kinds that are not produced elsewhere. These 
kinds would be in demand from other countries at desirable 
prices. A demand for a particular kind of wool naturally en
hances its price, whether sold here or in other countries. 

I say, Mr. Chairman, that it is puerile for an American wool 
manufacturer to come here and insist that he must have a high 
tariff for protection and hem his markets within the confines 
of this country when other manufacturers in almost every other 
industry in this country are making their goods and selling them 
in most of the countries of the world in competition with the 
markets of the world. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

1\Ir. Chairman, one change from the existing law as imposed 
in the pending measure entitles it to the support of every fair
minded citizen. I allude to the change from the existing mys
terious and incomprehensible system of compound rates to an 
ad valorem rate. This latter method leaves no possible room 
for graft or excessive duties which go to others than the Gov
ernment, except in case of possible fraud or undervaluation, 
while the existing combined and compound system of rates open 
similar opportunities for cheating the Government and at the 
same time conceals an enormous amount of protection and ex
orbitant taxes, of which the manufacturer gets the sole benefit. 
It is well known that a specific rate increases the duty upon 
cheaper articles and decreases it as their value increases. This 
is shown by the following set of figures : 

SPECIFIC RATES. 

The inequality and injustice of ·specific rates of duty is well 
illustrated by the following prices of wool actually sold and 
bought in London, the specific duty, 11 cents a pound, paid 
when brought into the United States, and the equivalent per
centages calculated. A glance will show that while each buyer 
pays apparently the same duty, 11 cents a pound, that some 
really pay twice as much as others: 

Per cent ad valorem. 
Port Philip greasy, 9d (18 c.ents) ; duty, 11 cents_____________ '66i 
Sydney greasy, 9d (18 cents) ; duty, 11 cents----------------- 66i 
Cape greasy, 6~d (13 cents) ; duty, 11 cents_________________ 84. 63 
Montevideo greasy, 8d (16 cents) ; duty, 11 cents_____________ 70~ 

Morocco greasy, 4d (8 cents) ; duty, 11 cents----------------- 137 
Cape greasy, 3id ("7 cents) ; duty, 11 cents------------------ 113 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee yield 
to the gentleman from Colorado? 

Mr. HULL. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Does not the ad valorem mode 

of collecting these duties afford a greater degree of fraud or 
greater opportunity for attempts at fraud on the customhouse? 

Mr. HULL. I would like to refer again to that book that I 
sent up to the desk. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. In other words, where these 
goods, as I understand, are to be valued abroad at the selling 
price, is not a greater opportunity for fraud afforded? I heard 
what was read from the book at the desk, if the gentleman 
wants to read it again for that purpose. I will ask the gentle
man, would he depend entirely upon the auction sales and the 
certificate given by th~ auction sales abroad in determining the 
value at the customhouse? 

Mr. HULL. I would say to the gentleman that my examina
tion of the tariff hearings when the Mills bill and the McKinley 
bill and the Wilson bill and the Dingley bill were framed shows 
incontrovertible testimony of the approximate fairness with 
which ad valorem duties can and would be collected on wool. 
In addition to that, in 1896, as I recall, the Ways and Means 
Committee had an extended hearing upon this very subject, 
and all the appraisers at New York were brought here to 
testify; and, with one exc~ption, those gentlemen testified that 
under the ad valorem system more than 90 per cent of the 
wool was imported absolutely free from either fraud or under
valuation. They stated that the wool imported into this country 
is purchased at auction; that wool experts are thoroughly 
familiar with every class and kind and quality of wool. One 
gentleman gave an instance in which a manufacturing concern 
had a buyer employed who could shut his eyes and feel of 
10 or 20 or 40 or 50 kinds of wool and instantly tell the kind 
and value of that wool. 

I ha·rn here an exh·act from the statement of Mr. North 
right upon that point, and everyone will agree that that gen
tlem:m is as thoroughly familiar with every phase of the wool 
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industry as any other citizen in this country. In the Dingley 
hearings he made this statement. He was asked:· 
· Would you not say the remedy for these inequalities would be the 

ad valorem rate? 

That is, the inequalities of the specific and compoun~ rates. 
Mr. North answered : -

There is no doubt that an ad val~rem rate would remedy them, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. How would it affect the question of undervaluation if 

it should be imposed 'i 
l\fr. NORTH. An ad valorem rate of duty on wool? 

- The CHAIRMAN. Yes, . sir. 
Mr. NORTH. I do not believe there is any commodity sold in the 

world of any description the market of which is more accurately, pub
licly, and universally known than that of wool. It is like cotton, wheat, 
and other staple products in that respect. All the wools of. the world, 
practically, which reach the public market are sold at auction. This 
country is the only large manufacturing country where the sale of 
wool is not in open markets. 

This is his unbiased judgment as to the fairest method of 
levying duties on raw wool at the customhouse. Likewise, it 
is the judgment of Mr. Wood, who, in strong and positive 
language, said this before the committee : 

Briefly, I would like to suggest that the only tariff on wool, in our 
opinion, should be an ad valo'rem and not a specific one. We are the 
largest users of domestic and foreign wools on this continent and we 
speak from experience. 

l\fr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield for another question? · 

The OHAIR.MAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle
man from Colorado? 

1\Ir. HULL. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I am fully aware of the fact that 

there is quite a difference of opinion between the importers on 
this subject, but, however that may be, is it not true that what
ever the examination may be at the port of entry here, the cer
tificate of sale and the price fixed abroad determine the value 
.under which it is taken by the customs officers? 

1\f r. HULL. I know it has been more or less the custom to 
accept the invoices at the customhouses, but the gentleman 
should remember that .in recent years they could quickly and 
easily make a chemical analysis of every quality of wool or 
woolen product that comes in there and determine the ingredi
ents and proportions of wool. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Yes; but after all, they would 
have to take the certificate of purchase, or else go back and get 
it certified from the auction block where it was sold. Now, if 
the gentleman will pardon me a moment further, I speak of this 
because a very large importer of wool informed me that this ad 
valorem duty afforded the greatest opportunity for fraud upon 
the Government, and he suggested th~t when it comes in per 
pound it is weighed and determined by the pound. If the specific 
duty was so much a pound, regardless of the combination that 
the gentleman speaks of, he believed _ that that would protect 
the Government. 

Now, with reference to the bills of sale abroad, I want to 
say to the gentleman that I have spent some time in Europe 
and I have spent some time in the Orient, and it is always the 
custom, whoever buys anything over there, to get a bill of sale 
for an undervaluation to show to the customs officer, and this 
importer tells me that in every case there will be a certificate 
of sale made out by the seller abroad for a less amount than 
the article is really worth. 

l\fr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, of course, I do not controvert 
the statements of the gentleman in so far as he states facts 
which be himself knows, but it is evident that the best judg
ment and experience on the subject, as well as the entire weight 
of reason, is in favor of an ad valorem rate upon imported 
wool. That means that no dirt or grease or other foreign 
ingredient of no value would be taken into account, and no 
question of shrinkage, which makes a very unfair charge to the 
different importers, would be included. In other words, every 
importer of wool would pay taxes upon the exact value, whether 
it was in the grease or washed or scoured. 

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentlJilllan permit one question? 
Mr. HULL. Yes . . 
Mr. HARDY. Would not an importer, if he practiced under

valuation and used faJse certificates, subject himself to very 
;heavy penalties for that kind of fraud upon the Government 
under our import laws? 

Mr. HULL. I was in the act of saying, and putting it against 
the information of my friend from Colorado [Mr. Rucm], 
that the hearings in 1896 before the Ways and Means Commit· 
tee, as I now recall them, showed, from the testimony of the 
appraisers in New York, whose business it was to deal directly 
and practically with this question, that more than 90 per cent 

of the wool coming in here paid taxes upon its exact value and 
without undervaluation or other fraud. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee yield 

to the gentleman from Missouri? 
l\!r. HULL. Yes. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Even assuming that it may be true that 

some frauds may be perpetrated on the Government under this 
proposed ad valorem tax, is it not true that under the present 
law there is an ad valorem tax upon these woolen goods? 

Mr. HULL. It is a compound rate now. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield for 

just one more suggestion? 
Mr. HULL. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I will say to the gentleman that 

this importer suggested a way of avoiding any fraud that could 
be perpetrated upon the Government, by having all of the wool 
that comes in here based upon a specific duty on washed wool, 
and that the value of that wool could be easily determined with
out any extraordinary expense to the Government by washing 
a portion of the wool at the customhouse. Thereby you would 
get uniform treatment, and the duty would be exacted upon all 
wool alike and therefore the difficulties that have heretofore ex
isted in determining the difference between the washed wool and 
the wool in the grease would disappear, because the .duty would 
be paid upon the washed wool. 

l\Ir. HULL. Then no wool could be imported unless it was 
washed? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. No; it would come in in the 
grease, but it could be tested upon. the samples washed at the 
customhouse with but very little cost to the Government. 

Mr. HULL. Much of it comes in on the sheep, and you could 
not test that very well. 

Another fatal objection to the present specific rate is that woo 
of large shrinkage is virtually shut out of the American market 
as is shown by the following set of fig_ures : 

Amount of wool required to make 16-ounce cloth. 

18 per cent shrinkage requires 1pound12 ounces •••••.•••. 
25 per cent shrinkage requh"es 1pound15 ounces •...•••••. 
35 per cent shrinkage requh"es 2 pounds 5 ounces .•.•.••••• 
48 per cent shrinkage requires 2 pounds 15 ounces ••••••••. 
60 per cent shrinkage requires 3 pounds 11 ounces .•••••••. 
70 per cent shrinkage requires 4 pounds 15 ounces ••••••••• 
75 per cent shrinkage requires 5 pounds 14 ounces ••••••••• 

Cloth _Wool, Excess 
duty. actual. 

Cen.fa. 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 
44 

Cenu. 
19t 
21-fi 
25-l-r 
32-fi 
40-l-r 
54-l-r 
641 

Cents. 
241 
221 
18-i\-

l~~ 

The effect of this is that the carded-woolen manufacturer is 
unable to import his wool, while the worsted manufacturer 
who uses the grades of lighter shrinkage, is able to bring his 
in, but at a price largely in excess aborn what purports to be 
the actual duty. An ad valorem rate has been thoroughly tested 
and proven to be the only practical method of levying duties 
under this schedule. As I stated, when interrupted awhile 
ago, an extended hearing by the Ways and Means Committee in 
1896, during which the appraisers of New York testified, showed 
that more than 90 per cent of the imported wool paid its just 
amount of taxes. This method entirely eliminates all ques 
tions of shrinkage or unfairness. It has been approved even by 
the chief spokesmen for the woolen manufacturers, namely 
Mr. Wi!Uam M. Wood, president of the Woolen Trust, and also 
by l\Ir. S. N. D. North, long a lobbyist and representative before 
Congress of the woolen manufacturers. 

Mr. Chairman, if enacted into a 'law, this bill, while doing 
no injustice to the wool producer, will save the woolen manu 
facturer many millions of dollars in the cost of production and 
will result in an annual saving to the Ame1'ican people of at 
least $150,000,000 in the reduced price of woolen goods. 

We boast of our liberty, our civilization, our intelligence, our 
manhood, our energy, our inventive ingenuity, our unsurpassed 
natural resources, our up-to-date machinery, our skill in all lines 
of industry. One hundred and thirty-five years and two great 
oceans separate us from the mother country, from all great 
commercial countries. 'fhen, Mr. Chairman, where is the wool 
producer or the woolen manufacturer who, with a revenµe duty 
of 20 per cent on the products of the former and an average of 
42.55 per cent on those of the latter, or with no duty on wool, 
and corresponding reductions on wool manufactures, is so abject 
and supine and so afflicted with greed as to come to the .Ameri 
can Congress and beg that an enormous, unconscionable tax be 
retained upon. all the people in order to increase his profits 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
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APPENDIX A. 
PRESENT COMPENSATORY DUTIES rLLUSTRATED. 

The so-called compensatory duties of the woolen schedule- are 
numerous and altogether excessive. They grow out of the com
pound rates and are hidden in the following rates: 

Articles. Duties. 

Wool and hair advanced~ 
Valued under 40 cents................... 33 cents and 50 per cent .. . 

4.0 to 70 cents .... · .......•............ 44 cents and 50 per cent .. . 
Above 70 cents...................... 44 cents and 55 per cent .. . 

. Equi.-a
lent ad 

valorem. 

Tops ..................•.................. 3~ cents and 30 percent ... · 
Yams-

Percent. 
252.20 
112.86 
77.04 

111. 73 

30 cents and under.................. 27! cents and 35 per cent .. . 
More than 30 cents.................. 38! cents and 40 per cent .. . 

1

22 cents and 30 per cent_ .. 
33 cents and 35 per cent .. . 

Blft~'~ts (O ) 33 cen.ts and 40 per cent ... . 
w.uu:: . rates · · · • •· •··· · · ··· •· · · · ·· - · ·· 33 cents and 50 per cent .. . 

44 cents and 50 per cent ... ' 
. 44cents and 55 per cent .. . 

159. 75' 
82.38 
95. 58' 

105. 50 
63.19 

136. 01 
1228() 

99.07. 

And so on through cloths, dress goods, knit goods, and all 
other manufactured goods in the schedule. 
· The specific rate of so many cents a pound is to protect the 
woolgrower and is the compensatory rate, while the ad valorem 
rate is for protection.. The second column is th.e eomputed 
equivalent of the compound rate. In the- arrangement of the 
schedule its manipulators have proceeded generally on the 
theory that it takes 4 pounds of grease wool to make 1 pound 
of finished cloth. The inmost stronghold of the schedule is this 
ussumption. Some rates are based on 2 for 1 and some on 3 
for ~ but the crux of the whole schedule is 4 for 1. In giving 
44 cents and 50 per cent to one class of blankets, the specific 
rate, 44 cents, being four times the rate on 1 pound of grease 
wool, is given on the theory that 4 pounds of grease wool en
tered into every pound of that kind of blanket, and that the 
manufacturer paid 44 cents either as duty to the Government or 
enhanced price to the domestic woolgrower, and that he is en
titled to this as compensation and to the added 50 per cent as 
protection against the competition of foreign-made goods. 

It is impossible, however, to know just the exact rates be
tween wools in the grease and in finished cloth. No two classes 
of wool shrink alike, nor so nearly alike as to warrant a fixed 
ratio or a specific rate. Woolen men of high character assert 
that the compensatory rates of the law are all excessive-all too 
high. ' 

The following calculation showing the difference between the 
compensation allowed by law and the actual compensation 
needed appeared in the Textile World Record of January, 1909: 

Eleven lots ot woolens, each 'of 10,000 yards, were calculated as to 
the specific rate and the ad valorem rate. and these added and the 
equivalent ad valorem rate calculated. Then the actual number of 
pounds of grease wool used at 11 cents a pound was reduced to its 
equivalent ad valorem. In lot 1 the actual duties puid were 105.6 per 
cent of the cost and the actual duties on the grease wool used amounted to 
21.l per cent, leaving 81.5 per cent for protection. The law fixed the 
rates as 50.6 per cent compensatory and 55 per ~ent protective, making 
105.6 per cent as the actual ad valorem duty. The real compensatory 
duty, however, was actually 24.1 per cent, thus increasing the protec
tion of the law from 55 per cent to 81.5 per cent. 

APPENDIX B. 
COST OF PRODUCTION-LABOR. 

Woolen a-ncZ worsted goods. 

[From Preliminary Report, Census Bureau,, 1909~] 
Number of establishments------------------------ 9rn 
Capital ---------------------------------------- $415, 465, 000 
Cost of material used------------------------------- $273, 406, 000 
Salaries and wages__________________________ $79, 214, 000 
Miscellaneous expenses______________________ $21, 347, 0()0 

Number of salaried officers and clerks ________________ _ 
Average number wage earners----------------------

5,325 
162, 914 

Total w:age earners------------------------- 168, 230 
Value of product--------------~-------------- $410,826,000 

Dividing the amount o! salaries and wages by the total value of 
products, it is found that the labor cost of woolen and worsted goods 
for the year 1909 was 18.86 per cent. 

The value added by manufacture to materials, $146.360,000. 
Labor's share or the value added was 54.10 per cent. 
Labor received 18.86 per cent of the manufactured product. 
Labor received 54.10 per cent of the value added by manufacture, or 

$70,214,000 out of $146,360,000. 
Deducting $21,347,000, miscellaneous expenses, and $79,214.000 out 

of the value added to material by manufacture, we have $45,7!)(),000 
gross profits of manufacture in 1909, or 11.02 per cent on the capital 
stock, with all its water. The water is varlously estimated at from 
100 to 200 per cent. The profits therefore run from 11 to 30 per cent. 

n'he cost 1n England is froi:n 14 to 24 per cent. 

APPENDIX C. 
Pr-ices of ioa:she<l te(}()Z. 

Years. 

Washed Ohio fleece woot per 
pound, in Eastern markets, 
luly 1. 

Fine. Medium. Coarse. 

1 Ce'll.t8. Ce'llU. Cent8. 
lSGO ..••••••• • • - ••••... - ...• ~ •.• •• •••••••.••• •••.••••..••••••.. ••.. -· •••••••••..••• ~ 

m8:: :::: :::: ::: : :: : ::: :::: :::::::::::: :::::::::: ::: ::::: ::::: :::::::::: ::::: ::::: 
1830 .......•.. .. ............................•........ ' f,() 50 40 
18{0 ........................•...•......•............ 45 39 33 
1850................................................. . 45 37 30 
1&51................................................. 47 42 37 
1 52 •..•..•..•.•..••....•..•..•.•. •• .•....•.•.•• -...... 45 38 33 
lli53 .. -··· ..•.... •........•.•••. --· .•....••..•••..•... · GO 53 48 
1&54................................................. 45 37 00 
J.EM................................................. 50 4.0 33 
U:56 ...• ·-······················-··············-···· 55 42 36 
1857 .......... . ... -............. ·- .... -......... --.. - 56 50 40 
1858 ••••• - • • • • • • • • . • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • . 43 37 30 
11:159. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 5G 40 35 
1 00 .........•...........•....••••••.•...•..•.•. :. ... 55 50 40 
1 Gl. ....................•........... - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 30 22 
1 62. ................................. . .......... . ... 48 47 45 
18E3'...... .• . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75 70 65 
1864: ................................... ; ............ 100 100 90 
1865................................................. 75 73 65 
1806 •....•.. -.... -· .•••..•...•...•...• ·-· .• - . • • . • . •. • . 70 67 60 
1867 .....................•....•.............••.•.•... ' 55 49 45 
1868 ........... -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 45 43 
1869................................................. 48 4& 47 
1870. . . . . . • • . . • . . • . . . . • . . . . . • • • • • • • . • . . . . • . . • • . . • • . . . 4.6 45 43 
1871.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 60 55 
1872.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 70 65 
1873·-·····-······-·········-·····-·····-··········· 50 48 44 
1874................................................. 53 53 46 
1875 ..•.••••.••.•..•.•....••..••.•••.•.••..•••....... I 52 4!J 4() 
1876 ..•.................... ··-· •...................... ; 38 35 31 
1877 •...........•............. ---··-····~·····-····· . 50 44 37 
1878.. . . • • . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . • . . . • • . . • . . . . . 36 36 32 
1879.......... .. . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 37 38 34 
1880.......................................... . ...... 46 4.8 42 
1881.... ........ .... .... ....................... ...... 42 44 3G 
1882................................................. . 42 45 34 
1883 .. .. _............................................. 39 41 33 
1BSL.. . • • • . . • • . • . . • . • • • • . . . • • • • • . • . . . • • . . . • • • • • • . • . • . 35 34 30 
1885................................................. 32 31 28 
1886. . . . . • • • . . . . • . • . . . • • . • • • • • • . . • . • . • • . . . • • • • • • . • • . • 33 33 ID 
1887 .••..•..••... ·-·······--············-~··-······· 34 37 34 
1888.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . .. . . •• . . .. . 29 33 31 
1889 ..........•.......••....••..•....... ·-····· •.• . . . 35 39 32 
1890................................................. 33 37 29 
1891. ............. -· ...•.. -- .. •.•..... .. . .. . . . . .. . . . . . 31 35 29 
1892 ...•.•....•.••••.•••••••••• --········-···· -·--···· 28 34 3(} 
1893 ...............••... ·•·······•··················· 24 26 25 
1894 ...........•..•.•..•.•...••• - . • • . . . . . . • • • • • • • . . . . 20 21 18 
1895 ........ _. __ .........•.•••...••. -- .... -·......... 18. n 19 
l.896---·-···············-···················-······ 17 18 17 
1897 ....................•..•..•.•.. - . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . • 21~ 23! 21 
1898- ...•••.......••......•••.•.• - • • • • • • • • • • . . • • • . • • • . 28 29 24~ 
1899 ••••.••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -.. 29 a1i 21 
1900 •..•.•••.•.•..•••..•..•••••••••••• ·-··-········· 28! 31! 27i 
1901 .........•..............•.....•..••• •• .. ~........ 25 26 22 
1902 ....•. ··········-·························-······ 26 26! 25 1903................................................. 31! 31, 27 
1904~--·-····-·-·····-·········-·-······•0•••••···· 32t 32! 301 
1905................................................. 36 39 36 
1906 .........•.•.•..•..•••••..••• ~---···-···-····-- 33 37 36 
1907 .... ·-·········---····-·-··---··········-····-··-· 34 36 35 
1908 •..•.... ·-············--······-··-·-··-····-······ 34 38 36 
1909 ••••••••••••.••••••••••• -........................ 35 40 37 

Prices of -rJn,.washed wool. 

Years. I 
Domestic p r i c e , • 

Unwashed wool, foreign Ohio fine un-
prices, per -pound. washed, Bo3t!ID. 

__________ ,_Clo_thin_·_g_.
1
_Comb __ m_;;~ Carpet. l~j Hlgb. 

1885 .••..•••.•••.• •••• ••.•• •• .•. 
1886 .................... ..• ..... 
1887. -· ........... .. ........... . 
1 ···························· 
1 89 ............. . ...•.......... 
1890 ..•..•••..•••..•••..•••.•••. 
1891. . ......... -· .............. . 
1 . 2 ........•.. ·········· ...... . 
1 93 ........ . . . ............. • . ... 
1394 ............... -···· ....... . 
1895 ........................... . 
1 93 ........................... . 
1897 ..•••.••.. ··· - ····· ··· ··· · · · 
189 ······-····················· 
1 99 .....•....•................• 
1900 ..•..•....•...••...••..•.•.. 
1901. .......................... . 
1902-.......•......•............ 
1903 .•.•....... •.• .•.•..••. .. ... 
1904 ...•.•.•....•....•.....•.•.. 
1905 .. ••.••• ...•... - · .... •. ...... 
i903 ..... . .•......... • ...•... •.. 
1S07 .••................•.......• 
1903 ...•. : •..•..........•.....•. 
1909 .. - .••. . .. -· ... • .....•...•.. 
1910 ............. .. ............ . 
May, 1911 ••............•.•••••. 

Cents. Ccr.t::1 . Cents. I 
20 24 11 ....•...•..........• 
16 22 11 .•....••.•..... ...••• 
19 24 12 .......•....... ··••• 
20 24 12' ........ :. ·········· 
20 23 12. . ········ ..... . ····• 
23 25 12 - ....••••.•.•..... •• 
23 23 11 ................... . 
21 23 9 ......••............ 
18 22 9 ····-····· ······ ···· -
16 26 9 . ·· ·-·· ....... ..... . 
15· 20 9 ··· · -····· ••······ ·• 
17 22 10 12 15 
l'Z 22 11 13! 21 
18 20 10 18 21-
15 28 9 16 26 
21 21 9 18 26 
16 20 10 161 19} 
12 18 9 19 23 
18 19 10 20 25 
19 22 12 21 25 
23 25 13 23 30 
24 28 14 24 28 
26 30 15 25 28 
22 27 15 19' 27 
21 21 11 23 28 
23 24 9-15 20 28 
18 24 16 19 

' 
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};~ci!?!~~-:~~a_s!:::::::=:::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::: 23-~Z 
West Australia merino combing _____________________________ 20-24 

Lambs -----------------------------------~------------- 16-19 

~~~;~~!.J~~~J~~~~~~~~~~~HH~HH~~~~H~~~~H~~~~~~~ :~Hi 
llcathcrka crossbred combing ______________________________ 16-19 

.ArPENDIX D. 

LOW A:m> HIGH PRICES, 1890 TO 1900--WORLD-WIDEl. 

Sannbnck's compilation of prices on 45 staples for Eug1and, 
Prof. Conrad's compilation for 30 staples for Germany, the 
Bank of Japan's compilation for 40 staples in Ja1xm, aud the 
compilation of the Bureau of Economic Hesearch for the United 
States show the following changes of prices, 1890-1900: 

Countries. 1890-1896 1897-1900 

Great Britain..................... Fell 15 per cent....... Rose 17 per cent. 
Germany .......................... Fell23percent ....•.. Rose22percent. 
Japan ......................•...... Rose 31 per cent ...... Rose 26 per cent. 
United States ..••......•...•.. -··. Fell 23 per cent....... Rose 23 per cent. 

All of these countries are on a gold basis. One of them hnd 
the advantage of Republican tariff legislation, yet all lrnu a 
rise l>eginning in 1806. Tlle ca use of the prosperity was some
thing other than tariff tinkering one year after the rise begun. 
This rise in prices in Engl[lnd began in 1805-two years before 
the passage of the Dingley law. The fall in prices in three of 
these countries began in 1800, and the passage of the Wilson 
bill in 1894 had nothing to do with the decline. Jupan in tlle 
first period was on a silver basis, and was therefore protected 
from the depression in gold-standard countries. During the 
second period Japan was on a gold basis, and so sh:ued the 
prosperity of all gold-shmdard countries following the in
creased output of gold. 

The fall in prices throughout the world from 1890 to 180G 
from 15 to 23 per cent wns due to the limited supply of the 
world's gold, and the rise followed the increased production 
of the world's supply of that metal-enhanced by the udoption 
of the gold standard by India, Russia, and Austria. 

Ilu.~ln in 10 years ending 18D7 had called for and obtained 
$500,000,000 of the world's st1pply of gold, which she withheld 
from circulation and hoarded in her treasury. From 1897, when 
she fiunlly took the goltl stanuard, she began to pay out gold, 
and in t'.vo years had returned $300,000,000 of gold to the 
circulntion. Austria from 1890 to 1890 hoarded gold, which 
returned to the circulation in 1897. ].;~ranee, Germany, and 
England, to protect themselves, increased their surplus of golcl 
from 1887 to 18fl6 to a point never before known. Ileglnning 
with 1897, all this gold began to return to the circulation, with 
a corresponding rise in prices for nll commodities. 

The gold supply was further increased by a remarkable in
crense of production. In 1897 the product cloublecl that of 
1890; that of 1898, $50,000,000 more than 18D7; that of 189D 
amounted to about $3H5,000,000, or an increase of $200,000,000 
abo>e the avernge product of 1 7 to 1800. The surplus snpply 
of gold in 1 93 was $12ri,000,000, against an average annual 
deficit of $26,000,000 for the four years preceding. The average 
surplus for the four years 1895-1898 was $124,000,000 per annum. 

The rise and fall of prices for four yen.rs before and Rfter 
1806 corresponu with the rise ancl fall of the world's deficits 
and surpluses for the same quadrennial periods. The fall in 
prices, 1801-18D5, corresponded exactly with the rise in the 
price of gold for the same period, and the rise in prices, 1806-
1 !lD, with the fall of the price of that commodity. 

Hnd the Wilson bill continued to 180D the rise in commodity 
prices would have been exactly the same. P1ices began to rise 
in 18Do, before the passage of the Dingley law, caused by forces 
entirely outside the power and force of that statute. The rise 
and fall of price were world wide, while the Dingley statute 
was confined to the United States, distributing a world-wide 
prosperity to a limited number of Americans in unrighteous 
proportions, but not strong enough to keep the world's pros
perity from helping all Americans to a remarkable degree. 

The increased production of gold effected a worlu-wide rise 
in prices, while the passage of the Dingley law effected the . 
creation of innumeraule trusts in the United States, which 
causeu a rise in American trust-made goods far in advance of 
the slighter world-wide advances. In Europe prices rose 
from 189G to 1D07-12 years-according to Sauerbeck, 27 per 
cent. In the same period prices, according to Dun's Review, 
rose in the United States 40 per cent, and in 1008, 61 per cent. 

The English rise in prices may be taken as the result of the 
increased supply of gold, and the American increase divides as 
follows: 

Increased, prices, 12 vem·s. Per cent. 
Increase in United States prices------------------------------ 49 
Increase due to gold supplY---------------------------------- 27 
Increase due to tariff trusts (in 1907)------------------------ 22 
In 1908 had risen------------------------------------------ 34 

Tbat the Wilson free-wool bill had nothing to do with the 
·decline in the price o! sheep is shown by the following table of 
foreign prices of sheep from 1890 to 1909: 
AI a1·ket value of sheep imported in to the United Rt ates in the market 

from whence eJJported, as shown by A.griculturai Yearbook. 

Years. 

1892 ..•....................... -
1893 .............. ·-·· ........ . 
1894 .......................... . 
1895. ·········· ··········-·· .. . 1896 ..•...••..........•........ 
18\l7 ........• · .........•........ 
189 ..•. ···-·············· ·-··· 
1890 .•••..•••. •·•••••••·••••••• 
1900 .•..•••••.••••.•••••••• ·-·· 

$3. 78 
3.66 
3.25 
3.34 
2.65 
2.51 
2.82 
3.47 
3.58 

Years. 

1901 .....•.......•••....•••... 
1902 ••. -······················ 
1903 ..... ···-····-············· 
1904 •• ·-·-···················· 
1905 ..••• ·····-······-········· 
1906 ••.••••••••••.•.•••••••... 
1907. ··-······················ 
1908 •• ·······-················ 
1909 ••.••..•••.•••••••.••••••• 

$3. 73 
3.58 
3.44 
3.42 
3. 77 
4.24 
4.98 
4.82 
4.90 

Prices of sheep ba>e advanced all over the world fTom 1897 
to won, irrespective of tariff laws. 

On the other hand, sheep for export brought excellent price . 
Flaiport prices. 

Years. Years. 

I 
Price per 

head. 
~~~~~~~~~~: 11-~~~~~~~~~~1 

li'.92 ••.••••.•.•••••..•••••••••. 
11'~J3 .•••••....••••••.••••••.••• 
1894 ..•. ··-·· .•...••..•••••...• 
18!)5 •.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1896 ........•.............•.... 
1897 ......•. •·•·••·• .•..•...••• 
1898 ..•..•....•.••••••.•••••.•. 

1899 .... ··•······•············· 
1900 •.......•...•.....••.•..••. 

$3. 43 
3.39 
6. 29 
6. 48 
6. 26 
6. 27 
6.08 
5.96 
5.83 

1901 .•••......•..... ····-· ••.. 
1902 •• ••······••·•·••··•·•···· 
1903. •••·•••···· ············-· 
1904 ..••.......•.............. 
1905 ••• ····················-·· 
1906. ··•···••••··············· 
1907 •.•.. ··-· ..• ·······-····-· 
1908 ••••••••••••••••••••••..•. 
1909 .••........•.............. 

Price per 
head. 

$6. 49 
5. 41 
6. 03 
6. 49 
6.29 
5. 64 
5.54 
5.83 
5.40 

Beginning with 1804 export prices for American sheep almost 
doubled nn<l held tlleir rank for 11 years, when there was a 
slight decline. · 

Prices of wooi (duty 22 cents a po;md). 
[l!'orelgn prices are for washed wool, duty unpald; domestic prices, 

New York.] -

Years. 

1894 ..••••.•. ••·••••••• ·········-· ••••••••••. ••••·••••••••••• 
] % .••.•.........••••••.•.• ·-····-·························· 
1890 ••• ·-··············-···············-····················· 
1003 •• ············-······· ••·•·••••··•·•·•····•·•••••··•·•·•· 
1!!04 ..•..........•....•..•..•••.....••.•.....•..•...•........ 
1U05 .• ···············-···-··································· 
1006 ••••••••.•••••••••• ··-·--·· •••• -· -·· ••.•.•••••••••.•••••. 
1007 ..••. ················-····························· ·••••• 1908 ••••.••.••••.•••••••••• ' •••••••••••.•••...•••••••••••.•• 

Foreign. DomestfCl. 
Ohio XX. 

Cents. 
20 
18 
16 
40, 
53 29, 
34 
36 
31 

Cents. 

m 
19 
32, 
34 
~ 
34~ 
34 
32} 

It is clear that prices of wool were as low relati"rely abroad 
for the period 1894-1897 as they were in the United States. 

It is plainly evident that no duty whatever from 1894 to 1903 
was needed to protect Arnericnn woolgrowers, but that notwith
standing this, the duty or a part of it was adlled to the price. 
The foreign price in 1903 and 1904 was higher than the do
mestic. The foreigner could not compete, duty paid, in 1905. 
The duty, 22 cents, added to the foreign price, 20! cents, made 
51! cents laid down in New York, against the borne price of 
~5i cents. l!'oreign wool in 1906, 1907, and 1008 was as high 
as domes.tic, irrespective of duty. During the periods of two 
or three yenrs natural law fixes foreign prices as high as or 
higher than our prices, during whlch the woolgrower needs no 
protection. 

On first-class washed wool, not on the skin, the duty is 22 
cents a pound, a rate not justifiable by foreign prices. Domes
tic wool at all times could h~we held its own without a tariff 
of any kind. Domestic woolgrowers produce less than two
thirds of all the wool consumed in the United States; the re
mainder must be purchased abroad. The above table shows be
yond peradventure that the woolgrowers of the United States 
not only have the domestic market but can always have that 
market for all their goods, and can stand the proposeu reduc
tion in the p1;esent tariff laws or the total repeal of the wool 
duties. Wool-.American wool-in the markets to-day is selling 
low compa-red with what it might sell for, inasmuch as foreign 
wools, duty unpaid, are running at about the same price. Many 
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wool men ngri'e fuat the woolgrowers can stand this reduction 
without Injury. 

arrE. ·mx E. 
..\ ·oi:1n:n RF.~so.· li"OR LOSS OF SIIE l'-1803 TO 1607. 

In ndditlcn to t c r !l ns her tofore gi\cn for the lO£s of 
sheep at ·nrious periods of cur history tllcre i. the further 
renson of snles and killings for mntton nt periocls lwn tllc 
pric of mutton wn almorm lly high. One of those high
price<1 mutton periods cnme in 1 D4, 1895, and 1896, and brought 
nbout n lo. s of n ·ly 2,000,000 sheep just nt the time that 
Rcpublic:ms were elm rgin~ n loss of sheep to the llson !Jill. 
The follo in:;•is taken from the yearbook of 1 00, aml is an· 
other an w r to misleading statements of Republicans: 

British imvort of sllccp. 
1 03------------------------------------------------- G2,G82 
18D4------------------------------------------------- 4S4,G07 
1895------------------------------------------------- l,OG5,470 
1 DG (Dmonths)--------------------------------------- 014,855 

Am ricnn sl:.c p <luring the ln. t three years of tbi- period 
wore lnndcd in Li crpool in greater lllimbers than in nu.r pre
ccding year. The profitaule market for mutton appears to have 

cnrourngcd sheep growing and :fattenin" in many of the West
C'rn Stat s. 

.American :renrlings and 2-yC'ar-oltls comlllnntlro pr ctically 
the ::unc price ns English sheep, nn<l wer sohl during tlle :rcnr 
1896 nt from 14 to 16 ccut a pouu<l. 

Thi8 trade might lrn - gune on ind finitely but for tllc fnct 
tll" t tlle scab ap11curcd among one lot of sh p from America in 
the latter part of the year, which b1ok uv the British illl C1rta
tion o E:llcep fron tlle 'llitoo •. tu Cc at nuout tlle rune time 
tllat Hepublicnns wer i1as. in~ tile Dlngley lnw. Tllo e:xpurtn
tion to Great Britain cen1.:C<1 l>ecause of BrltLh nntn"'oni.·m to 
dis ·ascu American sbec11, am th ~c sheep ' ere retain l in 
AmL~ricnn folds to STI" 11 tlie number of . lleep nn<l jndircc Jy ni<.1 
t.11e n w tariff to make n. great r showing for the Arn ric n 
sheep industry. 

Bnt npn.rt from this, why should 0,000,000 of people tux 
them. cl'°cs 11 and 12 cents n pound for the slleep raiser., who 
produced 300,000,000 pounds of wool? Wlly should n11 industries 
!Jc taxed enormously nml outrngcou~Jy in order to foster hc2p 
mi. •rs? 1hy slloul<l the people 11ay shcevrucn a bounty on 
sheep and wool? 

APPENDIX F. 
PRODUC'IION, CONS~TION, L"ID MAN"Ui'.\CTUIU:S 0 WOOL. 

World's wool production in 1S!J1, and tcool and hcep in 1910, b71 countries-per cent of increase in tcool produc:tion and i p~pulation, by can!inrnu. 

Wool. 

Countries. 

1910 

1 FJ~os for 1894. 'Docrco.so. 

rcr cent oI incrc:isc, 
IS<Jl to 1910. 

""' 001. Population. 

50.2 25.6 

Ehcc;i nnd 
l:llilbS. 

1910 

63, ;· ,000 

67,'.!12,000 
4,Z?!,000 

!.'Ii, Of l.000 
3, I ·,ooo 

101,22'..?.000 

OnnpCJTatice nimmary-1\-umber of sheep and wool clip CC13t ancl west of the Mlssissfpi Rtr:cr, wil71. percentage otcotai fleece wool prot!uction, b!I decades, from 1840 to 1910. 

Yc::irs. 

1840 ••••••• ··- •• - • - •••• ---···· ••••••••••••.••••••••••.•• ··-· ............... ·- ••• 
1 5()_. - ·-- --·· ··-- •••••• - •••••••••• - • ·-·--· ·- -· •• -· - - - - •••••• -· ·-· ···-···· ••• -·-
1S60 ••••• -···· ·-·--·--··· - •••• -·- -- - • -• --· ··- ----··-·· ·-······-··- •• ··-···· ··--· 
1870_. ··-- ••••• ·-· •••••••••• ·- -·----· ••••••••••••. --- - - • - • - -··-·-··-·- ·········-
1880 ••••••••••••• - •••••••• ·····- ••••••••••••••• - ••• -·-·· ·- - ............. ····-··· 
18'.JO ••••••• -•••• - -- -- --- - • -• - • --- ••• - ••••••• -•••••• - •• -••••• -• - - •• - •••••• ·- ••• - • 
1900 •• - • - • ·-. - ••••••••••• ·-- - • ··-·---· ••••••• ···-·· •• ·-·······-····. ····-·· ····-
1010. - - - - - - - - ••• ·-···-. -- ••••• - --·. -- - - ••••••••• -··- - - -·. -·· ••• ·-·- •• - - ·--- ·-- - • 

East of MississippL 

Wool. 

Sllrop. 

Number. 
18,807, 779 
20,0!l5,661 
18,006,000 
21,0" ,684 
20,424,000 
19,344,000 
12,628,000 
11,329,000 

Cllp. 

Pounds. 
35,102,584 
50,014,074 
51, 791,194 
77,364,Z6!> 
05,977,64!} 
70,010,611 
83,00 ,478 
74,020,500 

Per cent of 
total. 

98.01 
95.23 
S.5.9! 
77.29 
61.65 
42.86 
30.01 
20.31 

West Of MisslssippL 

Shep. 

1.~umbcr. 
5().'J,S!Jj 

1,6Z1. 5!".0 
5,00!},000 
7,•l!J,2G7 

21,7 ,000 
22,53:!,000 
Zl' 2'2.'.i, 000 
Zl, 740,000 

Wool. 

Cllp. 

Pounds. 
()•Jfl,5.'30 

2,50'.?, .. 
,473,'i19 

22,737,818 
W,iOt,102 
94,fi .. 628 

103, 5!"1J, 106 
207,3-t!,2,j() 

rer cent al 
total. 

1.99 
4- 77 

1 .06 
22.71 
3S.35 
£7.U 
G9. 9'J 
73.69 

, 
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APPENDIX G. 

CENSUS REPORT, 1907. 

Scoured wool, animal hair, shoddy, and cotton consumed in the wool manufacture, with per cent of total: 1880 to 1905. 

Per cent of total. 
' 1905 1900 1890 1880 

(pounds). (pounds),. (pounds). {pounds). 
1905 1900 1890 1880 

------
Scoured wool, inclu~ camel, alpaca, and· vicuii.a hair and mob.air ••• - • ·-·. 289, 393, 614 244, 216, 894 207., 584, 746 167, 634, 157 54. 7 55.1 55.3 59.2 
Shoddy,1 including b alo, cow, and other animal hair and fur •••••••••••••• 142, 870, 480 100, 581, 871 73,678,066 56,970,682 27.0 22. 7 19. 6 20.1 
Cotton and cotton yarn .•..... _ •...........•...............•......•.••.••••.•.• 97,022, 757 98,632, 496 94,372,267 58,481, 712 18.3 22. 2 25.1 20. 7 

~ ---
Total. •. _ ..... --·· .• ·-· __ ••••. ·-· ••.•..•. --·~'" ••• __ ....•.• --·-·-·. 529, 286, 851 443, 431, 261 I 375, 635, 079 1 283, 086, 551 

1 
· 100.0 100.0 100.0 lOQ.O 

1 Includes shoddy made in mill for use therein~ 

Bcotwe<T wool and shudav eons1imed in, the ioooi manufacture, with per 
cent of total, 1890 to 190fl. 

Scoured wool ........ 
Shoddy purchased ... 
Shoddy made.~~··· ... 

Total~---······ 

1905 1900 

Per , Per 
Quantiz: cent Quantiz: cent 
(pounds. of (pounds. of 

totat total. 

282, 194, 618 72.6 238, 632, 452 76,9 
35, 782,056 } 27 .. 4, { 34, 496, 508 } 23.1 70,801, 994 37,000, 000 

388, 778,,668 100.0 310, 128, 960 100.0 

APPENDIX H. 

:M"A:NUFACTURES NOT LA'NGUISHING. 

1890 

Per· 
QuantiZ: cent 
(pounds. of 

total. 

198, 17 4, 021 77, 7 

56,826, 475 22.3 

255, 000, 496 1 100. 0 

The following figures,, showing the growth of our export trade 
in manufactures, speak with irresistible eloquence not only as 
to our grow.th, but as to the fact that high tariffs are. no longer 
needed to protect our. manufacturing industries : 

Exports of manufactures-per cent of an exportB. 
Per cent. 

1880-~---------~-----------------------------~---- 1~.78 
1800-------------------------------------------------~- 21.18 
1900----------~-------------------------------------- 36.37 
1910---------------------------------------------~- 44.85. 

First nine· months of calendar year 1910, 51.34 per cent. 
When more than half our exports are manufactures they 

certainly need no protection. 
E:i:port values. 

U~8---:::::========::::::~_:::::=::===:=:::==: !ig; 888: 888 
i~~8:::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::===:::::~=:: lI¥:8&8:888 

The Wilson law certainly did not bankrupt our manufac-
. turers. When they shut down in 1894 to starve labor- and to 

knife the Democratic Pa:rty and the country they were fnll
handed and ready to take advantage of the Dingley law-a law 
especially devised and passed for their benefit. 

No hearings are needed to show that the present tariff rates 
can be cut downward, and cut deep. 

Production. 
1190 ____________________________________________ $9,372,000,000 

1 00-------------------------------------------- 13,004,000,000 
105--------------------------~-----~----16,867,000,000 
1910 (estimated)----------------------------- 20, OOQ, 000, 000 

From 1890 our manufactures increased more than 100 per· 
cent owing to the unnecessary protection-the unjust and un
warranted protection-of the Dingley law. During the same 
period the increase in the value of manufa~tures exported was 
325 per cent. 

Compa1·ison. of numufacture<l e:»pot·ts to 6a:port8 of food product.a. 

Years. 
Manu

factured 
ex:ports. 

Percent. 
Exports of age of 

foods. food 
products. 

Protection has bm1t up the manufacturing industry at the 
expense of the agricultural industry and of all other industries. 

Kind of manufactures exported. 

1910 1909 

Iron and steel .. ~" . __ .•. __ ..••..•..•..•.••..•. __ ••.. _. 

~~<>u:::~:::::~::::::::~::::::::::::·:::::::::::~: 
Woodand lumber ... ----·····························-
Leather ...... _ ···-··-··---~---···········----~---·-··· 
Cotton ....... --· ....... -~--~ ··· .••.....•.. '"··-··· .•... 

&~~~~~~~~~:::: :~: ::: : : : : : : ::: :: ::: : :::::: . 
Naval stores ..........•...•......•..•.....••..•..•..... 
Scientific instruments ....................•............ 

$179, 000, 000 
88, 000, 000. 
94,000,000 
75,000,cy>O 
52,500,000 
33,000,000 
28,000,000 
20,500,000 
21,500,00()> 
18,500,000 . 
12,500,000 

$145, 000, 000 
85,000,000 
99, 000, 000-
64, 000, 000 
43,000,000 
32, 000, 000. 
25,500,000 
15,500,000 
19,000,000 
15,000,000 
9,000,000 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr: Chairman, I yield one hour and 
thirty minutes· to the gentleman from Massachusetts [MrL 
P:ETEBS]. 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, the- bill we have before. us for 
a revision of the woolen. schedule, kn.Qwn as Schedule K, shows 
the fiTm determination of the De.:mocra tic Party to be true- to 
its pledges for a downward· revision of the tariff. As a member 
of the Ways and l\Ieans Committee which reports the bill, I 
can. testify to the efforts of the majority of that committee to 
bring out a bill which. would meet the difficulties of this per~ 
ple~ing schedule. Your committee believes it has accomplished 
this, and it now presents H. R. 11019, which has the support of 
all the Democratic members of the committee, as a revision of 
Schedule- K in the intere"Bt of the consumers. 

The rate of duty on manufactured products under the Dingley 
bill is 89.42 per cent and under the· Payne bill 90.12 per cent, 
and on. the expected importations ·under this bill the estimated 
rate of duty will. b& 42.55 per cent. Can better evidence than 
this be given of the insincerity of the Republican pledges t(} 
revise the tariff downward and o! the- faithfulness with which 
the Democrats redeem their preelection promises? 

DUTY TO PROVIDE FOR REVENUE. 

In presenting· a revision of this schedule your committee are 
obliged to keep in mind the fact that the revenues of the Gov
ernment must be provided for. The total income of the Govern
ment from the imports of wool and woolens for 1910 was 
$41,900,693~ or 12.S per cent of total duties collected. The pro
posed measure is estimated to produce $40,556,200 in revenue, 
the importations being expected to increase sufficiently under 
the lower duties to furnish a sum nearly equal to the present 
revenue. True.. to its promises, the Democratic Party will with
out question effect great economies in the Government and will 
greatly lighten the burden on our people through taxation. 

The reforms, however, can not be immediately effected, ana 
as this schedule takes effect by itself, it is necessary to provide 
from it a revenue substantially equal to that which is now 
being secured from the imports which come under· it. A tariff 
tax is not a benefit to be distributed between people, but a 
burden to be placed where it will rest lightest, and with this in 
view your committee have sought to lighten the taxes on the 
consumers of the cheaper goods and place the heavier burden 
on the more expensive products where best it can be borne. 

FREE R.A W M:A.TE RliLS. 

55. 77 To lighten the tariff burden as much as possible taxes should 
42•21 be placed on the finished product, and the raw materials en-39.80 
21. 59 tering into industry as basis, of manufactures should be free. 

A reform of the. present taxation tariff system must commence. 
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as far as possible on free raw materials and a reduction of the 
duties to a competitive basis on the finished product 

DEMOCRATIC RULES. 

Secretary of the Tr~sury Walker, in his report on the ta.riff 
in 1846, laid down rules which, I believe, should always guide 
the Democrats in the preparation of the tariff laws. His re
port says: 

1. That no more revenue should be collected than is necessary for 
the wants of the Government economically expended. . 

2. 'l'hat no duty be imposed upon any article above the lowest rate 
whi~h w:ill yield the largest revenue. 

3. That below such rate discrimination may be made, descending in 
the scale of duties ; or, for imperative reasons, the article may be 
placed in the list of those free from all duty. 

4. That the maximum revenue duty should be imposed upon luxuries. 
5. That the duty should be so imposed ~s to operate as equally as 

possible throughout the Union, discriminating neither for nor against 
any class or section. 

PRESIDENT CLEVELAND'S MESS.AGE. 

The words on Schedule K are no less true to-day than when, 
in 1887, President Cleveland, in his famous tariff message to 
Congress, declared his position on the wool schedule, as follows: 

When the number of farmers engaged in wool raising is compared 
with all the farmers in the country, and the small proportion they bear 
to the population is considered; when it is made apparent that in the 
case of a large part of those who own sheep the benefit of the present 
tariff on wool is illusory; and, above all, when it must be conceded 
that the increase of the cost of living caused by such tari.tl's becomes a 
burden upon those with moderate means, and the poor, the employed, 
the unemployed, the sick and well, and the young and old; and that it 
constitutes a ta«: which, with relentless grasp, is fastened on the cloth
ing of every man, woman, and child in the land, reasons are suggested 
why the . removal or reduction of this duty (on wool) should be in
cluded in a revision of our tariff law. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Will the gentleman permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. The gentleman from Massachu

setts, I suppose, regards Mr. Walker as perhaps the greatest 
Democratic authority in the making of a ta.riff, does he not? 

l\Ir. PE'rERS. I should say he was certainly among the 
greatest tariff writers we have had. 

Mr. l\IARTIN of Colorado. Does not the gentleman think 
that Mr. Walker was honestly and intelligently applying his 
own doctrine when he levied a duty of 30 per cent on raw wool? 

Mr. PETERS. I have no doubt that l\fr. Walker always en
deavored to carry out the principles he advocated, but in the 
levying of that duty at that time, as in the levying of the duty 
at the present time, the particular circumstances and condition 
of the times must be borne in mind. [Applaµse on the Demo
cratic side. J 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
l\lr. RUCKER of Colorado. Does the statement of the gen

tleman from Massachusetts go so far as to say that it had no 
effect on the price of wool and the production of wool in this 
country? 

Mr. PETERS. It is impossible to tell whether the Wilson 
Act did or did not have an effect on the prices during the 
period in which it was in operation. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. The gentleman will agree that 
there was less production of wool, and that the price went 
down, and that in 1897 there was 350,000,000 pounds of wool 
brought into this country, double what had been brought in 
before under the previous acts and more in that year than 
has ever been brought in since under the changed act, will 
he not? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly. In 1897 it was known that a duty 
was soon to be placed on wool, and in order to take advantage 
of getting wool imported free large importations were made 
from abroad, and the people stored up the wool in this country. 
While dui-ing the Wilson Act the price of wool decreased and 
the number of sheep in this country decreased, yet there was a 
corresponding decrease in the price of wool in the sales at both 
London and Antwerp, and the number of sheep in Australia 
decreased almost exactly proportionate to the decrease in this 
country. 

If the Wilson Act caused that, free wool ought to have in
creased the number of sheep in Australia instead of decreasing 
it. But it followed about the same course as in this country. 
That indicated that it was a world-wide panic and hard times 
which brought the ,conditions in this country which existed 
under the Wllson Act, and that the Wilson Act itself was not 
the cause of lhat depression. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman answer one 
more question? Why is it that since the Wilson Act wtmt out 

and the Dingley Act came ill there has been a constantly grow
ing increase in the price of wool as well as in the produc
tion of wool? 

Mr. PETERS. If it was the reason the gentleman seems to 
infer, it ought not to apply to Australia and to the London 
market, whereas the increase in Australia has been greater 
during that time than has been the increase in the United 
States. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairma.n, I think the gen
tleman will find there is a decrease in Australia in the last 
few xears in the pounds of wool production. 

l\lr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from 
Massachusetts permit me to interrupt for a moment? 

Mr. PETERS. In just one minute. In the year 1893 there 
were 47,273,553 sheep in -the United States, the largest number 
of sheep froll! 1886 to 1893, according to the figures of the 
Statistical Abstract. In 1897 there were 36,818,643, which is 
the smallest during that entire period of depression, a decrease 
of 10,454,910 sheep. In 1903, and I ask the attention of the 
gentleman to this, there were in thi~ country 63,964,876 sheep, 
and in 1905 there ' were only 45,170,423 sheep, a decrease of 
18,894,453 sheep, or a decrease during the time of a 11-cent 
duty on wool of nearly twice the number of sheep that there 
were during the Wilson bill. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] The table I later submit shows an increase, not a de
crease, in the Australian sheep in the last seven years. In 
1902 the number of sheep in Australia was 53,668,000; in 1909, 
91,676,000; a far greater comparative increase than took place 
in the United States in the same period. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I want to ask the gentleman to 
continue to read on, because I stated it had been on the increase. 
I know there is one year there when there is a decrease. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. l\fr. Chairman, if the gentleman from 
Massachusetts will permit--

Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
Mr . . ALEXANDER. I would like to ask the gentleman from 

Colorado, speaking about the influence of the tariff upon prices, 
how he would solve this situation. In 1909, in my district in 
Missouri, the wool clip was worth 29 cents a pound, and in 
1910 it was worth 20 cents a pound. This year it is worth 
from 15 to 16 cents a pound. What influence has the ta.riff got 
on the price? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I would answer 
the gentleman from Missouri, if I may be allowed to, by saying 
that I believe it is a constant increase of importing wool into 
this country. That is my judgment about that. 

Mr. ALE.XANDER. Does the gentleman insist the present 
rates are not high enough? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. On wool? 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. No; I do not think wool is high 

enough. I never will think that as long as I am in the sheep
growing business. [Laughter.] Another thing I will say to the 
gentleman from Missouri is that the Woolen Trust has a very 
great deal to do with that also. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I think that is correct. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. But I do believe that every 

pound of wool that is brought in here from abroad tends to de
crease the price of wool here, because every pound of wool that 
is brought into this country will displace a pound of wool in 
this country. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Can that be true when we do not raise 
more than half of what we use? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Yes; as long as we are not con
suming any . more than we ·are consuming, and if we consume 
more, we will increase more; but as long as we get purer wool 
we will have clothing that will last longer, and there will be a 
less consumption. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I will ask the gen
tleman from Massachusetts if he will yield to me for a minute? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
Mr. RAJ\'TIELL of Texas. I would like to ask the gentleman 

from Colorado if he meant to say that the trust controlled in 
any way or affected the price of raw wool? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I do not mean that. I mean that 
the trusts controlling the product, the finished product, as it 
has its natural effect upon the wool as well. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Controls the price of wool in this 
country, does it not? 

Mr. RUOKER of Colorado. The trust? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I really do not know. I do not 

know; but I would like to have that answered. 
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Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I would like to ask the gentleman 

:from Colorado to explaln why it is that western wool in 1900, 
.itfter three years of the effect of the Dingley tariff of 11 cents a 
pound on raw wool, why the price was but 10 cents, 1 cent less 
than the tariff, if it was not controlled by a trust? 

l\!r. RUCKER of Colorado. I do not know what market the 
gentleman speaks about 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I speak about the mlll'ket of San 
Antonio, San Angelo, and southwest Texas. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Your rate is about 2! cents a 
pound from that place in Texas, as it is from my place in the 
iWest, in Denver. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Then 2! cents a pound from 11 
;would leave only 8i cents a pound, and the price there was 
only 10 cents a pound, 1 cent less than the tariff. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Well, I want to say to the gentle
i;nan that he illustrates just what I have been trying to show
that unless you have a central market you can only get the 
J;>rice minus the freight that is placed upon it to hring it to the 
central market. 

Now, I have been selling wool at 11 cents and never -did get 
the price they got either in Liverpool or in Boston, because 
you have got to determine what is the freight upon dt. You 
can send woo1 from New York to London, and vice versa, for 
one-half of a cent a pound, and we pay 2! cents a pound from 
Denver to Boston. 

Mr. PETERS. The gentleman from Colorado seems to have 
mistaken the purposes of this revision. This bill is a revision 
of the schedule under our promises to lift the .burden from the 
backs of the consumers of woolen goods [applause on the 
Democratic .side], and in carrying out that ·purpose the Demo
cratic Party means to redeem its pledges, and the duties on 
one ·product as well as another will be looked on from that 
point of view and from the point of view of revenue, and not 
from the point of view of giving special privileges to any class 
of people in the United States. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman just yield 
for one more question? 

Mr. PETERS. With pleasure. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. The gentleman realizes that in 

fixing the duty upon products of wool you are putting the manu
facturers of Massachusetts and New England upon a com
petitive basis with the foreigner, are you not? 

Mr. PETERS. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Well, now--
1\fr. PETERS. That certainly was our intention in drafting 

this bill. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Was it your intention to put the 

woolgrower upon a competitive basis with the foreign wool
grower? 

Ml".. PETERS. Our intention in drafting this bill is to col
lect sufficient revenue to run the Government and distribute the 
burdens where they .may fall the lightest and not to distribute 
the duties as a benefit to be handed to one person or to be given 
to one manufacturer or one ,part of the country. 

1\fr. .RUCKER of Colorado. Therefore the question never 
entered into the minds of those who framed this bill to make 
the woolgrower upon a competitive basis ivith the foreign 
woo1grower. 

Mr. PETERS. The woolgrower is on a competitive basis with 
the foreign woolgrower. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. In this bill-does the gentleman 
think that is so in this bill? 

Mr. PETERS. The fact of their competing in the same mar
ket puts them on a competitive basis-

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. But can 'he compete with the ±or
eign grower of wool under this bill? Does the gentleman think 
that he can do it? 

Mr. PETERS. I am absolutely certain be can. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I want to say to the gentleman 

that I am just as absolutely certain that he can not. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield for a ques

tion--
Mr. PETERS. With pleasure. 
lllr~ LONGWORTH (continuing). In line with the question 

asked by the gentleman from Colorado? Has a majority of the 
Ways and Means Committee made any estimate as to how much 
the price of raw wool will be decreased by this bill? 

Mr. PETERS. I do not think any such estimate has been 
made, as the price of raw wool depends on so many factors 
and fluctuates through so many ca:nses that it would be im
po~f'i ble to come to any fairly accurate estimate as to what it 
·woti1 cl be in another year or under other conditions. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. .It has been the intention of your com
mittee, has it not, to .depreciate the price of raw wool? 

Mr. iPETERS. It has not been the intention ·of the com
mittee to depreciate; rather, it has been the intention of the 
.committee to enable the manufacturer to obtain the imported 
wool cheaper, so that the tax on the finished product may be 
made less. 

1\Jr. LONGWORTH. Oh, but the ge:o.tleman I do not iliink 
answered my question. Of course, if thjs .bill is as the gentle
man says, £olely in the 'interest of the consumer, it must be 
the intention of the committee to depreciate the price of raw 
wool and of manufactured wool Now, my question relates 
solely to the price of raw wool, and I ask the gentleman if it 
is not the .intention of the committee to depreciate the price 
ef .raw wool. 

Mr. PETERS. It is expected the price of raw wool will be 
lower, if this bill passes, than if •the present duty of 11 cents a 
1pound should Temain on it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. You mean that the committee has no 
idea at all as to how much that price will be depreciated! 

Mr. PETERS. That is absolutely impossible to determine. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Then I will ask the gentleman--
Mr. PETERS. If the gentleman will just allow me, it is ex

pected that the :increased use of wool will stimulate the demand 
by the mills so that there will be more wool used in rthis corm
try than at fue present time, and it is expected that that will, 
at least in a measure, compensate fo:r the change in the rates 
of duty. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I do not think that the gentleman has 
yet a.nswered my question. I will put it in this form : How 
much is it hoped that this bill will depreciate the. price of raw 
wool? 

Mr. RANDELL .of Texas. Will the gentleman yield to me to 
'3.nswer that question? 

Mr. PETERS. I first promised to ,yield to the gentleman 
from Misse.uri .[l\:11".. ALExANDER]. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I just wanted the .gentleman from Ohio 
to answer the question I asked the gentleman from Oolorado, 
namely, if under the existing law he can account for the fluctu
ation in the yalue of wool, perhaps he can answer how much 
the price of wool will be depreciated by the bill under con
sideration. In 1899, in my district, wool was worth 29 cents, 
in 1900 it was worth 20 cents, and this year it is worth 15 to 
16 cents. Now, if the gentleman can solve that :fluctuation in 
price under the Payne law, perhaps he can tell what the de
preciation will be under the pending bill. It does not seem 
that the law itself controls the price. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will say to the gentleman that I am 
not assuming to say how much the price of raw wool will be 
depreciated by this bill. I aIIi asking a member of the major
ity of the Ways and Means Committee to state how much it is 
hoped or expected the price of raw wool will be depreciated. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Will the gentleman permit me? 
Mr. PETERS. Certainly. . 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I would like to say to the gentle

man from Ohio that it is impossible for the committee to know 
exactly what the changes in the price of wool may be; but, as 
one of the committee, I know that the calculation of at least 
a large majority of the members of the committee is that the 
price of wool will be enhanced by this bill. This bill is in favor 
of the woolen industry by being in favor of the people, and 
there will be a largely increased demand for wool. To illustrate 
how much will be the difference, we will say, when taking the 
testimony of the manufacturers in the East and, say, our 
western woolgrowers, it shows· that they get about 2 cents a 
pound now of the 11 cents that the Republicans have levied on 
raw wool? If the doctrine of division would come in, and no 
difference in the consumption, why it ·would be then a differ
ence of about two-thirds of a cent a pound. In other words, 
the producer would get about two-thirds of a cent a pound. 
He is now getting 2 cents a pound. But our contention is that 
the woolen industry will be so stimulated and put upon such a 
rational basis that the American people can get their goods at a 
reasonable .Price, and therefore the price of wool will be en
hanced and the price of woolen goods will come down. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. 1 think I understand the gentleman. J!e 
differs, then, substantially from his colleague? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I do not think--
Mr. LONGWORTH. Pardon me; the gentleman's colleague 

has just stated in reply to my question that it was expected 
that the price of raw wool would be depreciated, but the gen
tleman himself thinks it would be enhanced. 

Mr. RANDELL of T~xas. I do not wish to take the time of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, but I did not understand 
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him to say that, except in this way, that so far as the tax was 
concerned there would be a less number of things to bring up 
the price. In other words, the revenue tariff would not raise 
the price of wool as much as the 11 cents that is now on it. 
That would be true if it had affected it at all. But our conten
tion is, it is now controlled by a trust, and the growers get 
almost nothing from it and, under this bill, if it has the effect 
the Democrats think it will, the trust will not ha"\"e the control 
of the market as now, and wool will be back on its normal base 
and the woolgrower will get the benefit and the consumers of 
this country will get the benefit. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I want to understand clearly what is 
the opinion of the Ways and Means Committee. The gentle
man from Massachusetts says this bill will depreciate the price 
of raw wool, and the gentleman from Texas says it will increase 
it. Now, what I would like to know is, what is, we will say, 
the average opinion of the majority of the members of the 
Ways and Means Committee as to the effect that this bill will 
have on raw wool? It is probably asking too much, but it seems 
to me that this House-

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN'. To whom does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERS. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. I simply want to state that we, the Re

publican members of the Ways and Means Committee, not hav
ing had an opportunity to acquire the views of the majority 
until now, when the bill is being explained by the members of 
the majority--

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Take them up one by one-
Mr. LONGWORTH. We ask these questions in good faith 

nnd for information, and I will now ask the gentleman from 
l\Iassachusetts what, in bis opinion, is the opinion of the ma
jority of the Ways and Means Committee as to the effect that 
this bill will have on the price of raw wool, either by way of 
enhancing it or depreciating it? 

Mr. PETERS. I wish to answer the gentleman's question 
fairly. It depends upon factors which it is impossible for any 
set of men thoroughly to estimate. The gentleman will see 
that in 1903 the wool from his own State was quoted in the 
market at 28 cents a pound. In 1909 it was 36 cents. In the 
meantime it had been subject to very many fluctuations, de
pending on the chances of the crop, the demand for woolen 
goods, the state of the woolgrowing industry in Argentina and 
Australia and New Zealand and general commercial conditions, 
and it would be impossible to state with any sincerity that we 
can fore tell the price of raw wool under this bill. 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I would like to ask the gen-
tleman a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
l\Ir. RA..l\IILTON of Michigan. The gentleman from Texas 

[Mr. RANDELL], in endeavoring to elucidate the question for tlte 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNGWOBTH], referred to a trust. I 
do not know whether he referred to the same trust that was 
referred to yesterday by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. l\Iun
DOCK], but I assume that the Ways and Means Committee must 
have given very careful consideration to the question whether 
there is such a thing as a Worsted Trust, and I wanted to 
inquire of the gentleman from Massachusetts if it is a fact 
that there is a great corporate combination known as the 
Worsted Trust which controls the price of goods to the con
sumer and arbitrarily fixes prices? 

Mr. PETERS. There is a resolution which has been intro
duced in the House, and is now pending before one of the 
committees for consideration, looking toward an inquiry into 
that matter, and the gentleman will be given every opportunity 
to present evidence before that committee. 

Mr. HA.l\IILTON of Michigan. No; what I wanted to inquire 
is whether such a trust exists; that is, whether the committee 
of which the gentleman is a distinguished member has had its 
attention called to the existence of such a trust. Is it true that 
such a trust exists? 

Mr. PETERS. There is claimed to be a combination of the 
producers of textile goods; there is some evidence of a combina
tion among the producers of textile goods, but--

1\lr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Is there a trust known as the 
Worsted Trust--commonly known as the Worsted Trust? 

Mr. PETERS. I never heard of one called that. 
l\fr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Is there a corporation known 

as the American Woolen Co.? 
Mr. PETERS. Yes. 
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Is that company referred .to 

us the Woolen Trust? 

Mr. PETERS. I understand it operates both woolen and 
worsted mills. 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. The gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. MURDOCK] referred to it yesterday as a trust? 

Mr. PETERS. Yes. 
Mr. HA.MILTON of Michigan. Is that trust protected under 

this bill? 
Mr. PETERS. The product of that company is affected 

under the present law, as are all the producers of textiles. 
l\fr. HA.MILTON of Michigan. Under this bill also is it pro

tected? 
Mr. PETERS. Every producer of textiles would come under 

this bill. 
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Exactly. Then this bill does 

protect this great combination known as the Woolen Trust? 
Mr. PETERS. Not at all. It is not sought to give pro

tection to any particular concern. It is intended to place the 
finished products on a revenue basis. Whether or not there 
is in existence a · combination called a trust at this date is 
something which other departments of the Government can 
take up, but there has been no evidence submitted to the com
mittee to warrant it in coming to that conclusion. 

l\Ir. FOSTER of Illinois. I would like to ask the gentle
man a question. 

Mr. PETERS. Yes. 
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Just a moment. The gentle

man from Kansas [Mr. MURDOCK] stated that this bill protects 
an iniquitous trust to the extent of 45 per cent, did he not, or 
did not the gentleman from Massachusetts hear him? Did he 
state the truth about that, as you understand it? 

Mr. PETERS. The gentleman from Michigan wants to know 
what the gentleman from Kansas had in his mind. As they are 
both members of the same party and take a similar view of 
these public questions, I suggest that the gentleman from Michi
gan go to the gentleman from Kansas to ascertain that. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. HA.MILTON of Michigan. Very well. Has your party 
declared that the best way to destroy the trusts is to remove 
protection from articles made by trusts? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
Mr. HA.MILTON of Michigan. But you do not seem to be 

executing that policy in this bill. 
Mr. PETERS. Certainly we are carrying out that policy. 

The gentleman assumes the existence of a Woolen Trust. 
Mr. HilflLTON of Michigan. I do not assume the existence 

of anything. I asked the gentleman from Massachusetts, and he 
stated that there exists a Woolen Trust, and that his party is 
protecting it 45 per cent. 

Mr. PETERS. I did not suy so. The gentleman says that the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. MURDOCK] said so. 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. And the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts said that the gentleman from Kansas had correctly 
stated it. 

Mr. FOSTER of Illinois. I should like to ask the gentleman 
from Massachusetts if he does not think that 42 per cent, or 
whatever there is in this bill, is much less protection than what 
is contained in the bill the gentleman from Michigan voted 
for when the Payne-Aldrich bill passed? 
. Mr. PETERS. Certainly. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
And as the same economic conditions existed in the woolen trade 
at the time the Payne-Aldrich bill passed that exist now, it is 
strange that the gentleman should have voted for a rule at that 
time to prevent his offering any amendment to meet this situ
ation which, in his mind, exists. 

Mr. FOSTER of Illinois. The gentleman from Michigan did 
not offer any objection at that time, did he? 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Will the gentleman from Mas~ 
sachusetts yield for another inquiry? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
Mr. H.Al\IILTON of Michigan. The gentleman's party, in the 

framing of this bill, is proposing to levy a tariff on the tarifr
for-revenue-only basis, as I understand. Has the gentleman 
considered whether under his theory, not mine, he could reduce 
the duty still lower on raw wool, thereby more nearly approxi
mating the view of his great party leader, l\Ir. Bryan, and at 
the same time increase importations and increase revenue? Has 
he considered whether that could be done? 

Mr. PETERS. Yes; and I inay say to the gentleman that we 
would have had free wool, and the duties on woolen goods 
would have been made lower, had it not been for the neces ity 
of raising sufficient revenue to pay for the extravagances which 
have been imposed on the Government by the gentleman's own 
party, in which, as he is in a very prominent position in that 

i 



1911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 1825 
party, he may consider himself entitled to a great deal of re
sponsibility. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

.l\fr. HAMILTON of Michigan. However, the Treasury state
ment seems to indicate that we are increasing our revenue and 
that there is no real reason, even from your standpoint, on 
which to base this measure. 

Mr. PETERS. Does not the gentleman know that there is 
a bond sale pending? ~ 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. On the gentleman's theory, 
could he not still further increase his revenue by reducing the 
duty on raw wool? 

Mr. PETERS. No. 
.!\fr. HAMILTON of Michigan. And also more closely ap

prox.ima te the views of his great leader, Mr. Bryan? 
Mr. PETERS. I wish to 1my that putting th:e bill on the 

basis of raw wool-
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Could he not reduce the duty 

still further, e¥en on his own theory, and still raise more reve
nue? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly not. If that could have been done, 
we would have done it. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. That is, even to the point of 
free raw wool? 
. Mr. PETERS. Most certainly. 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. That would be the gentle
man's idea? 

Mr. PETERS. That would be my idea, that I would have 
as little a burden as possible placed on the consumer. 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Of course that would be some
what deleterious to the sheep-growing industry, but that would 
make no difference from the gentleman's standpoint. 

Mr. PETERS. I will go into the question of wool and sheep 
at a later point in my remarks. 

In regard to the question as to whether or not there is a 
trust in the woolen or worsted trade, there was a total produc
tion of $419,826,000 in the United States in 1909, and in the last 
annual report which I looked up of the American Woolen Co. 
their sales amounted to about $45,000,000, .or something over 10 
per cent of the total. 

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 
.!\Ir. PETERS. Certainly. 
Mr. COX of Indiana. I would like to ask the gentleman 

from Michigan whether or not he will vote for this bill? 
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I have not thought it likely 

that I would. 
.Mr. COX of Indiana. Does not the gentleman from .Michigan 

agree with his own great leader, President Taft, when he said 
that Schedule K was absolutely indefensible? 

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I think Schedule K ought to 
be revised, but not in tbe way that the Democrats are revis
ing it. 

Mr. COX of Indiana. What kind of a bill would the gentle
man vote for? 

Mr. HAM:ILTON of Michigan. I am not going to frame up a 
bill now, and I do not think this bill suits you gentlemen. 

l\fr. PETERS. The gentleman from .Michigan says he is not 
going to frame up a bill. I trust that he will not try to make 
a speech on one in my time. [Laµghter.] 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman from Massa
chusetts yield for me to ask the gentleman from Texas a ques
tion? 

.Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, I feel that the gentleman 
from Colorado has already taken up a good deal of my time, 
and I must go on. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. The gentleman from Texas asked 
me a question. 

Mr. PETERS. I shall have to ask the gentleman from Colo
rado to excuse me now. 

DEMOCRATIC PROBLEM. 

The Democrats in their last national platform said that 
" graduated reductions should be made in such other schedules 
as should be necessary to restore the _tariff to a revenue basis." 
In framing a revision the committee are faced by the necessity 

following table shows the duties collected under the present 
Payne Act and those estimated under the act herewith sub
mitted: 

Items. 

Raw wool: 

~ff~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Average unit of value ............. per pound .. 
Equivalent ad valorem rate . __ ... _.per cent .. 

Manufactures of wool: 
Imports ..... - ···········-·····-·--·········'"· 
Duties ...................................... . 
Equivalent ad valoram rate .. --- · .. per cent .. 

Total revenue ....... _ ............................ . 

Present act.- Proposed act.-
Results for Estimated re-

. year ending sults for a 12· 
June 30, 1910. month period. 

$47, 687, 293. 20 $66, 991, 000. 00 
$21, 128, 728. 74 $13, 398, 200. 00 

$044~:'. ..... ...... 20: 00 

$2.1, O.'i7, 357. 78 
$20, 775, 820. 76 

90.10 
$41, !lM, 549. 50 

$63, 831, 000. 00 
$'2'1, 158, 000. 00 

42.55 
$40, 556, 200. 00 

The woolen schedule, the backbone of the tariff, has had the 
public attention centered on it in most of the tariff revisions, 
and in taking it up now it is of interest to briefly review the 
history of that schedule in the previous tariffs. 

BRIEF HISTORY OF SCHEDULE K, 

The tariff on woolen goods appeared in one of the first tariff 
bills of the cotmtry in 1798, and in all succeeding bills the woolen 
schedule carried substantial duties. The present -schedule on 
articles manufactured from wool came into existence in 1867, 
and as it exists to-day it does not differ greatly from the law im
posed at that time. Not only has this schedule been in ex
istence for a long term of years, but it was made originally 
under abnormal conditions. The public debt during the war 
between the States had accumulated to dangerous proportions, 
and the tariff act of 1867 was drawn for the purpose of provid
ing revenues to meet the enormous expenses which the country 
was facing. At the time of this act there were also heavy 
internal-revenue taxes which the manufacturer had to endure. 
To meet these revenue taxes high compensatory duties were 
created and were added to the protective duties to enable the 
American manufacturer to compete with the importer. The in
ternal-re¥enue taxes existing at that time have long been re 
moved, but Schedule K still carries with it the compensatory 
duties. . The only change has been to raise the ad valorem 
rate, designed originally to give protection in the acts of 1883, 
1890, 1897, and 1909 from 25 to 60 per cent. The passing of the 
Wilson bill by the Democrats in 1894 marked the only time 
when the high compound duties of Schedule K were not in 
effect. This bill removed the duty on wool and simplified the 
duties on manufactures of wool by abolishing the specific rates 

THE WILSON ACT. 

It is difficult to determine the effect of the Wilson Act In 
speaking of the tariff act of 1894, Prof. F. W. Taussig, in his 
Tariff History of the United States, says (p. 319) : 

It (the Wilson Act) went into effect shortly after an acute commer 
cial crisis, and in the worst stage of a peciod of depression. 'rhe 
crisis and the depression were due, in this case as in others, to a longt 
and complex set of causes, some of them still obscure even to the bes 
informed and most skilled observers. That the tariff act played any 
serious part in bringing them about would not be maintained by any 
cool and competent critic. 

The Wilson Act went into effect during times of great de 
pression. The next presidential election was contested, not on 
the tariff grounds, but on other issues. At the ·time of the 
election of 1896 there had been no opportunity to fairly judge 
the effects of the Wilson law commercially and politically. The 
people of the country decided that campaign on issues entirely 
apart from those involved in the tariff discussion. The failure 
or success of the Wilson bill in the public mind was not the 
paramount issue of the campaign and received but little atten 
tion. The general depression had decreased both importations 
and internal revenue, and when the Republicans in 1897 took 
up the tariff, they took advantage of the lack of public atten 
tion on the subject and of the opportunity which fhe need of 
greater revenue presented to draw a high-protective bill. 

of providing substantially an amount of revenue equal to that THE DINGLEY ACT. 

now derived from Schedule K. A revision of the tariff as a The Dingley bill, which in 1897 repea-led the Wilson Act, was 
whole might allow the decrease in revenue from one schedule the highest protective measure the country had yet seen, and as 
to be made up in another, but where the tariff is reduced one enacted the bill was practically a raise of about 10 per cent on 
schedule at a time substantially the same revenue must be pro- the McKinley Act of 1890. 
vided. Your committee believes this revision to be an important The Spanish War, following immediatel~ after its passage 
step forward, as it places on the consumer less duties than I diverted. pubhc a.ttention and presented new issues to the people'. 
have ever been placed on him before, but we recognize that and a wave of great prosperity and industrial activity over
there is still left an opportunity. to reach a point in the future swept the country. At this same time there also appeared a 
where a schedule can be drawn on the basis of free wool, accom-1 general increase in the prices of commodities. The high
panied. by a further reduction in the finished. product. The protective tariff, in many instances prohibitive, had enabled the 
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American manufacturers to combine and form monopolies and 
extort unusual prices from the American consumers. The 
iEsues of the Spanish War and commercial problems largely dis
tracted public attention with the result that the tariff entered 
little into the discussions of the presidential campaign of 1904. 

THE PAYXE ACT. 

The demand, howe"fer, for a lower ta.riff, which those in con
trol of the Republican Party successfully struggled against, 
became more and more insistent until, in the platform of 1908, 
this demand was recognized, and .a promise by the Republicans 
to revise the tariff was inserted. That this promise would not 
be carried out was freely predicted by the Democrats, and 
to-day the words of the Democratic platform seem to ha\e been 
singularly prophetic of what occurred: 

We welcome the belated promises of tariff reform now affected by 
the Republican Party in tardy recognition of the righteousness of the 
Democratic position on this question, but the people can not safely 
trust the execution of this work to a party which is so deeply obligated 
to the highly protected interests as is the Republican Party. We call 
attention to the significant fact that the promised relief was postponed 
untll after the coming election-an election to succeed in which the 
Republican Party must have that same support from the beneficiaries 
of the high protective tarl.tr as it has always heretofore received from 
them; and to the further fact that during the years of the uninter
rupted power no action whatsoever has been taken by the Republican 
Con~ress to correct the admittedly existing tariff iniquities. 

We favor immediate revision of the tariff by the reduction of im
port duties. Articles entering into competition with trust-controlled 
products should be placed upon the free list, and material reductions 
should be made in the tariff upon the necessities of life, especially upon 
a.rticles competing with such American manufactures as are old abroad 
more cheaply than at home, and graduated reductions should be made 
in such other schedules as may be necessary to restore the tariff to a 
revenue basis. 

REPUBLICAN REVISIO:'f 'CPWARD. 

On the issue stated in their own platform to be "unequiv
ocally" for tariff revision, which revision was explained by 
all the Republican speakers, including the candidate for Presi
dent, to mean a revision downward, the Republicans were elected. 
A revision was undertaken, but in open defiance of the most 
solemn and specific pledges made to the people of this country 
the Republicans re-vised the tariff not downward, but upward, 
and as a result of their work the total tadff duties which, in 
the previous year had been imposed at a net ad valorem rate 
of 44.16 per cent, were estimated by the framers of the Payne
.Aldrich bill at 45.72 per cent. ~chedule K, among the most im· 
portant schedules of the tariff, as it affected cloth and clothing 
entering ·into 'the cost of living of every person in the country, 
was, except in some small and unimportant details, left un
touched, and as a result of this solemn pledge of downward 
revision the duties which, under the Dingley Act, had been 
58.W per ce.nt ad valorem: in 1903 under this act were made 
59 . .23 per cent ad \alorem in 1910. 

CRITICISM OF THE SCHEDULE. 

The President does not attempt to support this schedule in the 
bill, and himself said at Beverly, Mass., "The woolen chednle 
is indefensible, and I propose to say so," and in explanation of 
why this schedule was not revised in accord.a.nee with the prom
ises mude in the Republican platform, he said, at Winona, Minn., 
"It (the failure to revise Schedule K) is the most important 
defect in the Payne tariff bill and in the performance of the 
promise of the platform to reduce rates to a difference in the 
.cost of production with reasonable pro.fit to the manufacturer." 
In this same address he also said: 

With respect to the woolen schedule, I agree that it is too high, and 
that it ought to ha.\"e been reduced, and that it probably represents con
siderably more than the difference between the cost of production 
abroad and the cost ot production here. The difficulty about the woolen 
schedule is that there were two contending factions early in the history 
of the Republican tariff, to wit, woolgrowers and wool manufacturers ; 
and that finally, many years ago, they settled on a basis by which wool 
in the grease should have 11 cents a pound, and by which allowance 
should be made in the shrinkage in the differential upon wool manufac
tures. The percentage of duties was very heavy-quite beyond the 
difference in the cost of production, which was not then regarded as a 
necessary or proper Umitaticn on protective duties. 

CO~GilESSION.A.L I!LECTION, 1910. 

Faced with an ever-increa.sing cost of living and betrayed by 
the promise to reduce the bUl'dens of the tariff, the people turned 
to the Democrats and at last appreciated the soundness of the 
words of our platform of two years before. The rebuke which 
was administered to the Republican Party is too well Irno.wn 
for me to dTI-ell on. A Republican majority of 45 was tUl'ned in 
one election to a Democratic majority of 63. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

IMPORTA..."\'CE OF SCHEDULE K. 

A revision of the tariff schedule by schedule forbids a sweep
ing reduction in Schedule K until some of the now prohibiU'9'e 
duties in other schedule h~rre been lowered to a revenue basis. 
The importance of the re, enues from Schedule K are shown 

by the following table, which indicates the percentage of the 
total re\enues derhed from the various schedules of the tariff: 

Per cent of rei·enue dcril:ed for year endina June 80, 1910. 
1. Schedule E.-Sugar, molasses, and manufactures of_ ______ _ 
2. Schedule J.-Flax, hemp, jute, and manufactures of _______ _ 
3. Schedule K.-1\ool and manufactures oL ________________ _ 
4. Schedule N.-Sundries _________________________________ _ 
5. Schedule G.-.A.gricultural products and provisions ________ _ 
6. Schedule F .-Tobacco and manufactures oL ______________ _ 
7. Schedule C.-Metals and manufactures of ________________ _ 
8. Schedule H.-Spirits, wines, and other beverages _________ _ 
9. Schedule L.-Silks and silk goods-----------------------

10. Schedule I.-Cotton and manufactures of----------------
11. Schedule B.-Earths, earthenware, and glassware _________ _ 
12. Schedule A.-Chemical , oils, and paints ________________ _ 
13. Schedule M.-Pulp, papers, and books ___________________ _ 
14. Schedule D.-Wood and manufactures oL _______________ _ 

SCHEDULE K PROIIIBITI\"E. 

16. 26 
l!'i.23 
1~.83 
8.92 
7.7(} 
7.89 
G. 84 
5. 55 
5.21 
4. 17 
:1 . 82 
3. 31) 
1.62 

. 98 

Despite the fact that Schedule K fumished a T'ery consider
able part of the re-1enue derirnd from cluties on imports into 
this country it is practically prohlbiti\e. In the first place, 
Schedule K, which in 1802 provided 24.1 per cent of the revenue, 
now furnishes but 12.8 per cent; secondly, we imported in 1900 
but $18,102,416 of woolen manufactures, or but slightly OT'er 
3 per cent of the production at home, which amounted for the 
same year to $514,732,000 worth. 

The following table will show how restricted we are to our 
home market compared with the United Kingdom : 
Foreign commerce in ivool manufactures (yams c:rclltded), 1909--United 

States ana United, Kingdon~ contpared. 

Countries. Value of 
imports. 

Value of 
exports. 

United States .............................. •.............. $17, 707,000 Sl,971,000 
United Kingdom ....................... -;.-··········---.. 35,459,000 100,474,000 

It will be noted, first of all, that our exports of wool manu
factures are merely nominal. Secondly, that the United King
dom, which eX];lorts heay-ily, imports twice as much of woolen 
goods as we do, despite the fact that the variety of wool at the 
disposal of the manufacturers of the United Kingdom far exceeds 
that available in the United States. 

DE:UOCRATIC PROMISES • 

The Democratic Party was elected on a promise to revise 
downward in the interes_t of the consumer. A study of this bill 
will indicate that this promise has been faithfully carried out 
by your committee, and I submit herewith a comparison bow
ing the reductions in each paragraph made by the present bill 
from those of its two immediate predecessors : 
Comparison of 1·eductions made in Schedule K by the Payne and the 

Underwood bills. 
[A.II paragraphs marked (a) were not changed by Payne bill; (b), no 

data.] · 

Paragraph of Schedule Kand classification. 

Raw wool, 360-371 (a) ...•••••••.••.••••••••.•. .. 
Total rags, 37~374 (a) .••.•••••..•..•.....•...... 
Com.bed wool or tops, 375: 

Valued not more than 20 cents per pound .. . 
Valued more than 20 cents per pound ...... . 

Wool and hair, adnmced beyond scoured, n. s. 
p. f., 376 (a): 

Valued not above 40 cents per pound ...... . 
Valued from 40 to 70 cents per pound. -.... . 
Valued over 70 cents per pound ............ . 

Total yarns, 377, 378 (a) •••...••••••••••.• ~--···· 
Total clothes .......... ······---·· .............. . 
Total knit fabrics .•• ---- .......... ·-------· - ... . 

I~~E;~nractw-in~£= · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
Over 40 cents per pound ...•••.............. 
From 40 to 70 ..•.•....••••• ._ .... -........ . . 
Over70, 379 (a) •..........••...•.....•...... 

Total blankeU! ••••...•..•..•••......•.••••.•.... 
Tot.al flannels, 380-383 ........................ : . 
Total dress goods, 382 (a) n. s. p. L ............ -
Total wearing apparel, 383 (a) .....•............ 
Webbing, braids1, ribbons, laces, etc., 384-394 ••.. 
Total carpets :mu carpeting ............ --..• --•. 

Tarill 
act 1S!l7 
(for year 

1907). 
Equi'ni
lentad 
valor em 
duty. 

Tariff 
act 1909 
(for y<.'ar 

1910). 
Equiva
lent ad 
valor em 
duty. 

Per cent. Per cent. 
40. 93 44. 31 
47.05 38. 95 

(0) 
(b) 

149.00 
(b) 
ff3.70 
87.20 
95.36 
95. 89 
96.81 

140.45 
128.11 
79.47 
82.C! 

105.94 
102. 07 

82. 74 
80.83 
W.20 

(b) 
lll. 73 

252.20 
112. G 
77.04 
82.38 
97. 27 
95. 76 

102.34 

151. 88 
131. 4:l: 
86.91 
73.42 

103. 87 
102.85 
81.31 
87.06 
W.66 

Total of un.mannfactured wool. . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 40. 93 44. 31 
Total manufactures of wool. . • . • • • . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . 89. 42 90.12 
Total wool and manufactures of wool. . . . . . . . . . . . 58.19 59. 23 
Wilson bill manulactnres of wool .•.................. .. ...... ....... 

1 Estimated. 

Tariff act 
proposed 

(ad vulorem 
duty). 

Per cent. 
20 
20 

.................. 
25 

25 
25 
25 
30 
40 
4.0 
40 

40 
40 
40 
30 
30 
45 
45 
35 

40 35 ::0 35 
ao :lO 25 so 

25 25 

20 
142.55 
13LOO 

47.84 

i 
I, 

I 

I 

I 
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CHA~GES IN BILL. 

- The inequalities and defects in the present Schedule K are 
not the least of the objections to the act as passed. Taxes 
should be levied justly and equitably, and no bill should seek 
either to hide from the people the rate of taxation which it 
levied or to give in disguise, under the power of taxation, an 
advantage to one person or one producer over another. Specific 
duties have been employed continuously in the high tariffs for both 
of these purposes, and in no bill is it more difficult to determine 
the exact amount of tax imposed on the consumer or the protection 
given to the manufacturer than under the present law in the 
mixetl and ad valorem duties in Schedule K. To meet these 
difficulties and to present an absolutely fair method of levying 
the duties, your committee has adopted ad valorem in place of 
specific rates. 

AD VALOitEM: RATES. 

A specific duty of so much per pound and so much per yard 
always bears hardest on the less expensive articles, and so the 
poor are taxed on a higher ad valorem rate than those who are 
more well to do or those who are better able to bear it. The 
textile schedules, more than any others, present characteristics 
of this nature. This was well recognized in the past and com
mented on by .l\fr. 1\Iills in reporting the Mills bill to the House 
in the Fiftieth Congress, first session. The report of the Ways 
and Means Committee accompanying that bill, H. R. 901, says: 

In the woolen schedule we have substituted ad valorem for specific 
duties_ The specific duty is the favorite of those who are .to be bene
fited by high ra tes, who are protected against competition, and pro
tected in combinations against consumers of their products. There is a 
persistent pressure by manufacturers for the specific duty, because it 
conceals from the people the amount of taxes they are compelled to pay 
to the manufacturer. The specific duty always discriminates in favor 
of the costly article and against the cheaper one, and therefore it im
poses a heavier burden as it goes down from the highest-priced articles 
to the lowest. 'rhis discrimination is peculiarly oppressive in woolen 
and cotton goods, which are necessaries of life to all classes of the 
people. 

DISADVANTAGES OF THE rnEQUALITIES OF THE PRESENT SYSTEll. 

Objection to this form of duty adopted in the proposed bill is 
based on the temptation to undervaluation which it is supposed 
to produce. It is hard to see why ad valorem duties should be 
more difficult to apply in this schedule than they are in other 
schedules of the tariff act in which they abound. As to the 
duty on raw wool, much of it is sold abroad at public auction, 
the value of which may be ascertained or standard of value::; 
established by the sales, which should make the ascertaining 
of its values perfectly practicable. The present schedule offers 
the greatest inducement to undervaluation, because while it not 
only has the ad valorem duties in addition to specific duties, it 
also divides the schedules into classes based on their valuation, 
which classes vary greatly as regards their import dnties. 
Wool of class 3, valued at 12 cents or less a pound, comes in at 
a rate of 3 cents per pound, while above 12 cents such wools 
pay 7 cents per pound. In many of the paragraphs on cloths 
there is a di"vision into classes, based on differences in value, 
and varying rates of duties are levied on the different classes. 
By thus dividing the commodity into different classes the great
est incentive to undervaluation is offered; for an importer by a 
slight variation in the value may change the class under which 
the importation comes, and thus sa·rn a large amount: the pros
pect of great gains from comparatively little change in valuation 
is the strongest incentive to fraud. Such excessive incentive to 
undervaluation would be removed by this bill. 

CHANGES IN THE ACT-RAW WOOL. 

The specific duty of 11 cents a pound on raw wool is altered 
in this bill to an ad valorem duty of 20 per cent. A specific 
duty has been the cause of great injustice to the manufacturers 
who use heavy shrinkage wool. Variations in shrinkage of 
wool are very great, extending from 20 per cent of its weight 
to 80 per cent, the average American wool shrinking about 60 
per cent. This specific duty means that the importers of heavy 
shrinkage wool are at a great disadvantage, and that the manu
facturers who might use it bear so high a tax as to largely 
prevent its use or to stimulate the adoption of shoddy and 
cheaper materials. 

The year 1910 showed tpat of raw wool there was imported 
$47,687,293.20, on which was collected a revenue of $21,128,-
728.24, at an ad valorem rate of 44.31 per cent. It is expected 
that the importations of wool will be sufficiently stimulated. un
der the present law to increase it to $66,991,000, on which, at 
the rate of 20 per cent provided in this bill, there will be col
lected in revenues the sum of $13,398,200. 

NOILS, SHODDY, AND WASTE. 

Shoddy, waste, and rags have placed on them the same duty 
as that on wool-20 per cent. .Many of these articles are the 
raw materials for certain mills, and their lowering in price 
from an ad yalorem rate under the Payne bill of 38.96 per cent 

to 20 per cent should greatly lessen the tax on the consumer. 
The present duties on importations of shoddy are practically 
prohibitive. In this last year only 30 pounds of shoddy were 
imported. which bore an ad valorem duty of 375 per cent, a 
return to the Government of the magnificent revenue of $7.50. 

On the entire importations under this schedule, amounting 
in 1910 to $203,509.25, duties were paid of $79,293, at an ad 
valorem rate of 38.96 per cent. Under the proposed act it is 
estimated that the importations will reach $890,500, which, at 
the rate of 20 per cent, will produce a revenue of $178,100. 

COMBED WOOL AND TOPS. 

Tops constitute the second process in the manufacture of 
cloth. One of the few changes in the act of 1909 is the inser
tion of a special paragraph on the duty on tops. Prior to this 
enactment tops were not separately reported. It is· to be ex
pected that the ad valorem rate on tops would be low, as they 
are one of the raw materials entering into manufacture. The 
present duty, however, is practically a prohibitive one, and last 
year there were imported only $1,129.80 worth, which resulted in 
an equivalent ad valorem rate of 105.19 per cent. This is reduced 
to 25 per cent. The imports of tops have been so insignificant 
and the present duty is so largely prohibitive that it has been 
very difficult to obtain a point for a revenue rate. Even under 
the present rate, however, it is estimated that the present im· 
portation will not be extensive. 

YARN. 

The present act provides a compound and ad valorem duty 
for yarns, of which in the last year there were imported 
$326,886.02 worth, which resulted, under the tariff, in an equiva
lent ad valorem rate of 82.3S per cent. This duty is practically 
prohibittre. This is especially so of the duties on cheaper yarns. 
While the act of 1901 made a slight change in the rates, it 
amounted to nothing, as the imports were still absolutely in
significant. The imports of yarns, valued at not more than 30 
cents per pound, for the fiscal year June 30, 1910, consisted of 
only 127 pounds, worth $28, on which was paid a duty amount
ing to 159.75 per cent ad valorem. As with the yarns used in 
the cheaper form of cloths, their prohibitive duties added 
greatly to the expense of the finished product. As practically 
all the yarns imported were over 30 cents per pound, the spe
cific duty became a constantly diminishing burden as the class 
of yarns grew more expensive. 

CLO'rHS AND KNIT FABRICS. 

On cloths and knit fabrics ~ duty is placed of 40 per cent. 
This is the section on which occurred the largest importations 
in the present act, except the section providing for women's 
and children's clothing. '.rhe results for the year ending June 
30, 1910, show importations of $6,658,288.07, on which the Gov
ernment collected a tax of $6,465,884.31, or an ad valorem rate 
equivalent to 97.11 per cent. It is estimated that the decrease 
in duty of 40 per cent contemplated by this act will produce 
an increase in importation of $24,062,400, from which will be 
collected a revenue of $9,624,900. 

This schedule at present is one of those to which is applied 
the compound duties as well as the division into classes. The 
cloths are divided into three classes-those valued at not more 
than 40 cents per pound, those valued between 40 and 70 cents 
per pound, and those valued at over 70 cents per pound. 'l'he first 
class have a duty of 33 cents per pound. specific and 50 per 
cent ad valorem ; the second class, 44 cents per pound and 50 
per cent ad valorem; and the third class, 44 cents per pound 
and 55 per cent ad valorem. 

In 1910 the importations under the first class amounted to 
only $2,111, on which was collected a tax of $3,040.88, or an 
ad valorem rate of 144.05 per cent. In the second class there 
were imported $274,246.50, on which were cleared a duty of 
$338,831.44, at an ad valorem rate of 123.55. In the third class 
were imported $5,827,776.89, on which were collected duties of 
$5,595,877.18, at an ad valorem· rate of 96.02 per cent. 

The present arrangement contains the double objection of 
having a compound rate and also. of having a classification 
which stimulates to undervaluations. In addition to this, it 
would be seen by these tables that the highest tax is levied on 
the cheapest clothing. The more expensive cloths coming in 
under the highest schedule are imported under the least rate 
of duty, whereas the cheaper cloths, which clothe the poorer 
people, have imposed on them practically a duty which is 
almost 50 per cent greater than that on the more expensive 
fabrics, and the duty on such lower fabrics is practically pro
hibitive, as only the trifling amount of $2,000 were imported. 

No better illustration could be given of the inequalities of 
this tariff bill than this schedule on cloth, and it effects the 
double purpose of hiding the real protection and of placing 
the highest burden of · taxation on the poorest people. The 
t-able, as appears by the wording of the act, consists of an ad 
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"talorem duty of 50 per cent, plus a compensatory duty of 44 
cents, which is supposed to compensate for the duty of 11 cents 
per pound on raw wool. That a much larger rate is really im
posed a glance at the cost of manufacture will show. 

DUTY OY OilDIXA.RY CLOTH. 

A piece of ordinary cloth, such as is used in men's clothing, is 
taken as an illustration. The price per yard on this cloth is 
70 cents in England, on which the freight to New York or 
Boston is 1 cent per yard. At the rate at which it is imported 
the duty is 44 cents per pound, which is 23 cents for each yard 
placed, an ad valorem duty of 50 per cent, or 38 cents for each 
yard. This makes the total duty amount to 61 cents per yard, 
which is 78 per cent of the import price. Three and one-half 
yards of cloth are required to make a man's suit; hence the tariff 
tax on one suit made out of this cloth amounts to $2.14, and 
the price of the American or competing fabric is increased by 
the exact amount of this tariff. The cost of production of this 
article in America is divided as follows: 

Per cent. 

Labor ----------------------------------------------------- 25 
~laterial -----------------------~------------------------- 60 
Interest and depreciation----------------------------------- n 
All other charges------------~------------------------------ 7~ 

The protection given this article is not, therefore, actually 
50 per cent, but is 78 per cent, which is more than three times 
the entire labor cost and only slightly below the total cost of 
labor and material. 

On the estimate of 5 persons to a family of the 92;000,000 of 
people in the United States, there must be 18,400,000 who 
would be men using a suit of clothes of this nature. Esti
mating an equal number of women with men, and that the re
maining three-fifths of the people are children who use one
fifth as much cloth, there would be used in the United States 
171,200,000 yards of cloth. This tariff tax, therefore, of G1 
cents per yard means a tax of $104,400,000 paid by the people 
yearly under this provision of the tariff. The cutting of this 
schedule from its present ad yalorem rate of 94.11 per cent to 
45 per cent should be a boon to every consumer in this country. 

The following figures show how the present duty on woolens 
bears heaviest on the cheaper grade of goods and so places on 
the wage-earner the heaviest tax, e. g., cloth and knit goods: 
The average article costing 40 cents per pound pays a duty oL __ $0. 53 
The average article costing 80 cents per pound pays a duty oL__ • 88 
The average article costing 99 cents per pound pays a duty oL__ . 99 
The average article costing $1.20 per pound pays a duty of_____ 1. 10 

:Kote that at 40 cents per pound the duty is in excess of the 
cost of the article, but that at $1.20 the duty is less than the 
cost. 

BLANKETS AND FLANNELS. 

Blankets and flannels ha1e a present rate of duty imposed on 
them amounting to 95.57 per cent, the total importations of 
which in the last year amounted to $168,889.82, on which was 
collected an import duty of $161,412.70. The proposed act cuts 
the present rate of duty to 30 per cent, except on flannels above 
50 cents per pound, on which the duty shall be 45 per cent. The 
duty under the present act on the cheaper class of blankets is 
practically prohibitive. The two classes together imported during 
the lust year only $1,162.50, at an ad valorem rate of from 
93.58 to 105.50 per cent. The only importations were those of 
the highest-class blankets, and even they did not reach a large 
amount. 

The new paragraph applies only one ad valorem duty to 
blankets and two different ad "talorem rates to flannels. The 
more expensive flannels are practically a different sort of fabric 
than the cheaper ones, a,nd it was thought that a greater tax 
could fairly be levied on their consumption. Of this class in 
the last year, June 30, 1910, 89.44 per cent of all the imports 
of flannels were valued at over 50 cents per pound. 

'WO!llE~'S ll"D CHILDRE:S'S DRESS GOODS. 

The duty is placed on women's and children's dress goods 
at 45 per cent ad Talorem. In the previous year importations 
of $D,218,374.10 paid duties amounting to $9,481,206.75, equiva
lent to an ad yaJorem rate of 102.85 per cent. It is estimated 
that the bill under consideration will raise from this section 
a re·renue of $11,433,800 on importations of $25,408,500, n.nd at 
a rate of 45 per cent. The new paragraph pla.ces only one ad 
valorem duty on all classes of goods and takes the place of a 
complicated and intricate system of rates applied under the 
Payne Act, which divided the importations into classes and 
applied to each class n specific rate and compound rate. The 
Payne bill made little or no change in this paragraph over the 
Dingley Act, except to slightly raise the duties in one particular 
and impose on them duties aYeraging 102.85 per cent. 

READY-M.ADE CLOTHING. 

The Payne tariff left this section as it was in its predecessor, 
and lust year there was collected from it a revenue of $1,444,-

296.87 on imports of $1,176,236.34, or equivalent to an ad 
rnlorem rate of 81.31 per cent. The bill under consideration 
estimates to raise from this act a revenue of $2,279,900 on 
estimated importations of $5,066,400, and applies to everything 
in the section a rate of 4.5 per cent. This lowering of the rata 
cuts the rate down on the more expensive clothing about on0-1 
half and on the less expensive clothing much mo~ than that. 

'WEBBINGS AND SUSI'E.'DERS. 

Webbings and suspenders have placed on them by this act a 
duty of 35 per cent, and the intricacies of compound duties and 
division into classes exi&ting in the pr~sent law are done awaY. 
with. This rate at present is nearly prohibitive, and last year 
importations of $77,161.70 furnished the Treasury of the Gov• 
ernment with a revenue of $67,174.54 on an ad \alorem basis 
of duties of 87.06 per cent. It is estimated that the importa
tions will increase to $160,900 under the present bill, on which 
will be collected duties of $56,300, and result in a slight loss of 
revenue in . this paragraph. 

CARPETS AND CAIIPETI 'G. 

The duties are placed at from 25 to 50 per cent, and take the 
place of duties ranging from 60.57 to 76.29 per cent. The pres
ent classes and complicated schedules are done away with and 
the duties are arranged so as to place on the cheaper forms of 
carpet the lightest proportion of taxes, a duty of 50 per cent 
being placed on carpets woven for rooms, or rugs of the most 
expensile character. The figures for last year show total 
importations of carpets and carpeting of $4,619,169.68, on which 
was collected the sum of $2,802,211.52. It is estimated that the 
proposed act will produce a re·rnnue of $2,887,565 on estimated 
importations of $5,877,420. The following table shows the reve
nue derived from the McKinley, Wilson, and Payne Tariff Acts 
and those estimated for a 12-months' period under the proposed 
law: 
Wool ana manufactures of-Duties on ana per cent of totai revenue of; 

the United States, 1890-1910. 

Wool. 

1-------~------1 Per cent 

Years. 

of reve
nue from 

1-----,---·•------,,..----1 Schedule 
Unmanufactured. Manufactures of. 

Average Average 
Ordinary ad va- Ordinary ad va-

duty. loremrate duty. loremrate 
of duty. of duty. 

Dollars. Per cent. Dollars. 
1890......................... 5,460,886 33.7 87,440,051 
1891.. ...••.... ·-·-··-· .... ·-· 6,552,268 38. 3 34,857,453 
1892 ... ·-····--···· .. ---···· 7, 790,086 44.0 34,293,606 
1893 ...• ·--···· .. ••••······· 8,147,220 44.2 36,451,552 
1894 ... --- ·- ... -- • . • . . . . .. . . . 2, 132,492 41. 0 19,061, 936 
1895 ..•••.•.•• ·-·····-······ 22-1,621 39.2 20,702,923 
1896 .................................... .................... 23,121,474 
1897 ..• - ••••••• - • • • • . . . . • • . .. .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . • . . . . . . . 22, 693,027 
1898 ... ·-····-·····-·······. 2,400,8.fi 47.0 10,150,323 
1899 ...•.••••• - .••.•. - • . . . . . 3, 959, 5i2 47. 3 13, 270, 581 
1900 ..•.• ·-···-··--····-···· 7,352,642 48.9 14,284,~ 
1901-.. - •••. - ••••.••.• - • - . • .. 8, 125, 699 50. 8 13, 449, 306 
1902 ..•..•••••••..•••. - • • . . . 10, 845, 599 59.1 15, 548, 24.0 
1903........................ 11, 6.31, 042 54. 7 17, 564, 694 
1904... - . - • - ..... - . • . • . • • • • • . 10, 923, 485 48.. 9 16, 32n, 034 
1905 ...... - - • • • • • • • . . . . • • . • • • . 16, 529, 787 46. 6 16, 547, 592 
1906. . • • . • • . . . . . . • • .. . . . . . .. . 17, 783, 646 43. 4 20, 185, 049 
1907 .................... -- • . . . 16, 562, 748 40. 9 19, 902, 088 
1908 ................... - • - . . . 11, 420, 511 42. 7 17, 424, 734 
1009 .. --········--···-···-·· 17,082,000 49.1 16,278,828 
1910........ •• • • . . . • . • • • • • • .. 21, 128, 728 44. 3 20, 771, 964 
1912 ............... _ •.....•. 113,398,200 20.0 127,158,000 

Per cent. 
69.1 
80.6 
95.8 
98.5 
97.2 
56.8 
47.8 
46.4 
76.G 
94.9 
91.4 
91.3 
91. 5 
91.Q 
92.6 
91.~ 
90.3 
89.4 
91.2 
90.2 
90.1 

2 42. 55 

i Estimated :for a 12-month period under the proposed law. 
2 Estimated. 
3Approximately. 

K to the 
total 
tariff. 

18.9 
19.0 
24.l 
22.4 
16.3 
14.0 
14.6 
13.1 
8.6 
8.5 
9.4 
9.2 

10.5 
10.3 
10.5 
12. 7 
12.0 
11.9 
10.2 
ll.3 
12.8 

a 12.0 

The people of our country have in most instances to face such 
climatic conditions as to make woolen clothes a necessity, and 
the protection from the weather which they afford is as needful 
as food or any other article of necessity. The results of the 
present law, as can be seen by the comparisons which I hnve 
given of the importations and revenues collectec1, sbow the enor
mous burden of taxation which the pre ent high duties place on 
the shoulders of the people. Should the law we propose be 
enacted, it will be to our people a tremendous saving. 

INCREASE IN COST OF CLOTH!. ·a. 
The exactions of Schedule K can be escaped by no one, and 

the Massachusetts Ilonse report No. 1750, made in 1910, on the 
cost of living, treats so thoroughly the ubject that its conclu
sions and opinions are regarded as authority. In its report this 
commission shows tho percentage of total exp nditure of a 
family for clothes ranges from around 7 to '.20 per ce!lt, increas
ing with the income up to a certain point. The ::n·erage expendi
ture for clothes would seem to be about 12 to 14 per cent, or. 

' ' 
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about one-eighth of the total. A reduction of '52 per cent, as 
contemplated by this bilJ, would mean a reduction of approxi
mately from 6 to 7 per cent in the expenditures of every wage 
earner of our country on this basis, according to the basls of 
this commission. The report further states, page 148: 

T1ie general conclusion is that in the past five years the ad>~nce 
• • * in woolen clothing has been at least 20 per cent, and besides 
the retailer has taken a less margin of profit. · 

BURDEN LIFTED. 

To indka te what a burden this will lift from the shoulders of 
e1ery man, woman, ancl child in the United States let us see 
what saving there would have been to the people of the United 
Stutes had the present rates been applied to the importations 
during the last year. 

The total importations in 1910 of dress goods amounted to 
$9,218,374.10, on which was collected a duty of $9~481,206..73, thB 
duty collected under the Payne Act. Had the rates of duty im
posed by this bill been in effect the duty on these goods would 
have been $4,148,268.34, a total saTing to the people in the cost 
of dress goods of $5,332,938.41. 

In wearing apparel there was imported $1,776,236.34 worth, 
on which was collected a duty of $1,444,296.87. Had the pro
posed rates been in effect there w@uld have been collected 
$790,206.35, a sa vin;g under this provision of $645,090.52. 

Of the total d-0fhs of woolen and worsted, there were im
ported $6,104,140.39, on which was oollected the sum of $5,037,-
753.72. Had the present rates been in effect there w.ould ha-fe 
been collected $2,441,656.15, a sa\ing of $3,496,097.57. 

On the item of raw wool the importations were '$47,687,293.20, 
on which was collected $21,128,728.74. At the present .rate of 
20 per cent there would have been collected $9,537,558.G-!, a 
sa nng of $11,501,170.10 to the consumers. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Now, l!r. Chairman, will the .gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
11.Ir. LONGWORTH. The gentleman has referred to the num

ber of sheep in the various sections. Will he state, if he has 
the figures, the number of sheep in Ohio the year prior to the 
enactment of the Wilson law, and the n111Ilber of sheep one year 
after? 

.l\fr. PETERS. With plea.sure. I have not the ta.ble which 
gives the number of sheep in the gentleman's State. The total 
number of sheep in 1894 was 45,048,000. In 1898 the totaJ 
number of sheep was 37,657,000. 

Now, the total number of sheep in Australia during this same 
year, 1894, was 100,411,461, and in 1898 it had decreased to 
79,237,002 sheep. There was no duty on wool in Australia, 
which shows even a greater decrease than do the statistics for 
the United States at that time. 

l\Ir. LONGWORTH. I regret very much that the gentleman 
bas not the figures that I ask.ed of him. I ean not state ac
.curn.tely fr.om memory, but, generally speaking, the number of 
sheep in Ohio fell fTom 4,000,000 the year before the passage to 
about 1.000,000 the year after the passage of the Wilson iaw. 

Mr. PETERS. Yes; as they did all over the world. I will 
insert in my speech the number of sheep in Australia during 
the successirn yen.rs: 

Nttrnbcr oJ sheep in Australia, 1890 to date. 
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This shows also that the sheep in Australia with no duty have 
increased enormously from 1901 to 190.9, while they ha\e de
creased from 59,757,000 in 1001 to 57,216,000 in 1910 in the 
-United States, though protected by a. heavy duty. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will toot bring it up to the last 
year? 

Mr. PETERS. Yes. 
Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PETERS. I will yield to the gentleman fr-0m Texas. 
l\.Ir. HARDY. Is it not true that the sheep business has been 

.traveling westward not only before the Wilson bill was passed 
but ever since 1 

Mr. PETERS. Without doubt. It is conclusiYely shown that 
the duty on wool does not pre-rent the decrease or growth in 
the number of sheep in the Eastern States, where other forms 
of farming pro1e more profitable. There are other circum
stances than the tariff which account for the change in the 
number of sheep and for the moving of the sheep industry west
ward. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. At least, however, the gentleman wm 
admit the tariff was probably a significant circumstance at that 
time inasmuch as the number of sheep fell within less than two 
yen.r~ from 4,()00,000 to 1,000,000 and the price of sheep fell, in 
round numbers, from about $5 to $1 and the price of wool, ac
cording to the gentleman's own statement, about 50 per cent, 
from about 28 cents a pound to about 17 cents a pound. I will 
state further that immediately after the enactment of the Ding
ley law the number of sheep immediately increased !11 Ohio 
and the price of wool nearly doubled, so that the tanff must 
have had, even according to the gentleman's statement, a good 
deal to do with that. 

Mr. PETERS. l\Ir. Chairman, the main factors in the price 
of wool are not the tariff, but the change in the industry, the 
increase or decrease in the ·rnlue of the land which makes sheep 
raising more or less profitable, and if it were only the tariff 
and not the general commercial circumstances and conditions 
which were prevalent over all the world at that time-if it were 
not for that we should see differences instead of similarity 
between this' country and Australia in the sheep raising during 
the nineties. 

Ur. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield for one question? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Then, following out that line of 

thought, has the gentleman figured how soon we will come to 
that point when we will not be raising any wool at all? 

Mr. PiilTEilS. Mr. Chairman, I have not the time to go into 
an exhaustive discussion of the raising of sheep. I presume 
sheep will always be raised as an incidental farm product in 
mu<!h of our country. They may be the principal product in 
certain parts of our country, where it will not be profitable on 
account of transportation facilities or of the rocky condition 
of the soil or for other reasons to engage in agricultural or of 
.farming other than sheep raising. 

)fr. RUCKER of Colorado. Does it not follow we will finally 
have to come to some other fabric than wool for clothing! 

.Mr. PETERS. I do not see that it does at all. It will mean 
our farmers will take up and de1ote their attention and capital 
to forms of agriculture which will be more profitable, and that 
is the reason woolgrowing has declined, in the fuce of a duty
ou-ing to the fact that more and more profitable fields of 
agriculture have opened out and that the man .who owned 
sheep found that it was more profitable to use his land and 
put his capital into raising other animals or into some other 
form of agriculture. The Wilson bill can not be held responsible 
for the reduction of the number of sheep, for during the nineties 
the number of shee.P in .Australia decreased by 30,000,000, and, 
also there is no reason to suppose that the reduction of the 
pres'ent duty to 20 per cent will deplete our flocks. During 
the last 20 years we have increased in North America 50 per 
cent in population, whne the number of sheep has increased 
only 4.8 per cent. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I -agree with the gentleman there 
has been a decrease in the number of sheep, except in the 
United States we have increased the number nearly 50 per cent 
in. the last 14 years, but the point I am making is this: The 
gentleman says that the sheep industry has been moving west
ward. Now there is a limit to westward, and therefore will 
not the she~p industry have to get out, unless something is 
d<me to foster the sheep industry in this country, and will we 
not be forced finally to wear something else than woolen 
clothes? 

Mr. PEJTERS. Mr. Chairman, the sheep industry is gi1en 
up where it is more profitable for the farmer to enter into some 
other form of agriculture, and it is a saving to the people at 
large to have the other more intensive and more profitable 
forms of agriculture cultivated in this country rather than to 
hRre a tux on the consumers of wool, to foster an industry on 
certain parts -of the country where the soil could be more profit
ably employed. While the raising of sheep may m0'1e westward, 
it does so very largely, .n.s I understand, because the industry in 
certain Western States has been developed, and, at the same 
time, in the East the more profitable forms of agriculture have 
displaced the raising of sheep. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield for another 
question! 

Mr. PETERS. Yest 

• 
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Mr. LONGWORTH. In the report, on page 11, submitted_ 
by the majority of the Ways and Means Committee, stress is 
laid upon the fact that the cost of producing sheep in Ohio is 
larger than in other districts in the country. 

Now, I will ask the gentleman this question: If he knew that 
a 20 per cent duty, as proYided in this bill, was less than the 
difference in the cost of proouction of wool in Ohio and abroad, 
and therefore necessarily under the 20 per cent rate it will be 
impossible to raise sheep profitably in Ohio, would he, neverthe
less, vote for the 20 per cent rate? 

Mr. PETERS. Certainly not. I do not beliet"e the people 
of this country who consume the woolen goods should be taxed 
in order to make an industry profitable where it would not 
naturally exist, and I--

Mr. LONGWORTH. I do not think the gn,tleman answered 
my question exactly as he intended. He said, "Certainly not"
that is to say, that he would not vote for the 20 per cent duty. 
Perhaps the gentleman misunderstood my question, which was 
this: That if he knew the 20 per cent duty was not sufficiently 
high to equalize the difference in the cost of production of wool 
in Ohio and abroad, would he, nevertheless, vote for the 20 per 
cent duty? 

Mr. PETERS. The cost of production of sheep would have 
nothing to do in determining what I should vote for as a duty 
on raw wool. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The cost of production would be no 
element whatever in the gentleman's mind? 

Mr. PETERS. No; none. I did not at :first hear the gentle
man's question clearly. I would answer " Certainly " instead of 
" Certainly not " to his previous question. 

RAW WOOL. 

We are now importing 46 per cent of the wool we produce. In 
the last 20 years the production of wool in this country has 
increased but 4.8 per cent in North America, while the growth 
in population bas been 50.8 per cent. Even the duty of 11 cents 
on wool has failed to prev~nt a decrease in the number of 
sheep in practically all the sections of the country, except the 
Rocky Mountain States, there being 59,757,000 sheep in 1901 
and 57,216,000 in 1910. 

The fact that the duty of 11 cents has failed to stimulate the 
growing of wool to keep pace with the ever-increasing demand 
shows it is not fitted to the economic circumstances of this 
country except in a few localities, which are totally inadequate 
to furnish sufficient wool for general consumption, and the 
added cost of a tariff brings little into the hands of the wool 
growers while it places on the backs of our people a much 
greater added cost in all the garments which they consume. 

The only groups of States in which the number of sheep have 
increased are the West North Central, which, in 1880, had 
3,096,000 sheep as compared with 3,566,000 in 1910. The other 
group of States that saw an increase was the "Mountain 
States," which, in 1880, reported 7,098,000 sheep, in 1910, 
18,338,000 sheep. 

In all the States east of the Mississippi the number of sheep 
decreased from 21,058,684 in 1870 to 11,329,000 in 1910. 

not complain of the reduction in the duty on wool to 20 per 
cent-a duty that is still unique. 

The producers of woolen manufactures will be placed on an 
equal footing by this bill. The closed home market-one that 
has come to import but 3 per cent of its woolen goods-will be 
opened up to a wholesome foreign competition, and the reduc
tion in the cost of raw materials will make it possible for the 
American manufacturer to extend his market; and there is 
every reason to believe that the insignificant exportation of 
manufactures of wool in this country will materially grow far 
beyond the present exports, which are but two-fifths of 1 per 
cent of our production of woolens. 

The two following tables show our dependence on foreign wools 
and the practically closed market in this country for woolens 
produced abroad and the pitifully small demand for our woolen 
goods by other countries; also the contrast is shown between the 
policy of the United States in this matter compared with the 
other leading producers of woolens. 

I Woolen Per cent 
Con- goods pro- foreign 

Raw wool Woolens consumy-Years. imported. sumption duced in imported. tion o foreign. United home States. product. 

Pounds. Per cent. 
1880 .•••••••.••••• (1) (1) $238, 0&5, 000 q33, 911, 000 13 
1885 ..•.•••••.•.•. 70,596,000 18.0 ...................... 35, 776,000 ··········20 
1830 ...•• ---······ 105, 431, 000 27.0 270, 527, 000 50,582,000 
1891. .. ······-···. 129,303,000 30.8 ................... 41,060,000 ................ 
1892 ...•• ·-······· 148, 670, 000 33.1 ..................... 35,565,000 .................. 
1893 ..•••. - ••••••. 172, 433, 000 35. 7 ......................... 38,048,000 .................... 
1 94 ••••• ·--·-···· 55,152,000 14.2 ...................... 19,439, 000 .. ................. 
1895. ·•••••••••••· 206, 033, 000 40.0 .................. 38, 539,000 .................. 
1896 .•....•• - .••.. 230, 911, 000 45.9 ................... 53,494,000 ......... ...... ... 
1897 ...••••• - •••.. 350, 852, 000 57.8 ................. 49,162,000 ............. 
1898 .••• ·-·-······ 132, 795, 000 32.8 ·············· 14,823,000 ............... 
1899 .....•.•••••.. 76, 736,000 19.2 ..................... 13,832,000 ................ 
1900 .....•••.•••.. 155, 928, 000 34.4 296, 990, 000 16,164,000 5 
1905 ...••••••.•.•. 249, 135, 000 4.5.5 380' 934, 000 17,895,000 4 
1909 .••.••••••.•.. 266,409,000 44.5 514, 732, 000 18,102,000 3 

1 .Abnormal year. 
Oomparati've import and ea:port trade in 1oooi manufactures, year 190!J. 

Countries. Domestic 
production. 

United States ............................... _... $514, 732, 000 
United Kingdom·-···-························· 308,356,000 

~=~::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: : : : : ~~; :: ggg 
DEMOCRATIC PLATFORMS. 

Per cent Per cent 
or domes- of domes
tic pro- tic pro
duction duction 

imported. e21.-ported. 

Per cent. Per cent. 
3 i of 1 

15 43 
17 34 
5 24 

'l'he Democratic Party has stood always for a tariff for reve
nue only. Let me quote you from past Democratic platforms: 

SOME QUOTA.TIO:SS FROM DEMOCRATIC PLATFORMS. 

1880. • • • and a tariff for revenue only. (Only mention made 
NUMBER OF SHEEP DI U:-l'ITED ST.1TES UNDER WILSO~ AND 01::-<GLEY of the tariff in this platform.} 

TARIFFS. · 1884. • • • We demand that Federal taxation shall be exclu-
It · l · d h h a d th fl f thi H t sively for public purposes. 

IS c :ume ' as \\e ave e r on e oor 0 s ouse 0 - 1892. we declare it to be a fundamental principle of the Democratic 
day, that the hardships of the woolgrowers in 1894 and the years Party that the Federal Government has no constitutional power to im
following were all owing to free wool, but I repeat that the pose and collect tariff duties, except for the purpose of revenue 
Wilson bill can not be held responsible for the reduction of oni{396_* w: b~ld that the tariff duties should be levied for purposes of 
the number of sheep in this country, for during the nineties revenue. • • • 
the number of sheep in Australia decreased by 30,000,000. And, 1904. We favor a revision and a gradual reduction of the tariff by the 

h d th h "ti · th t b.11 th friends of the masses and for the common weal and not by the friends 
also, ow 0 ose w 0 cr1 c1se e presen l on e ground of its abuses, its extortions, and its discriminations, keeping in view the 
that the reduction of the duty on wool to 20 per cent will deplete ultimate end of "equality of burdens and equalities of opportunities " 
our flocks, and who claim that if it had not been for the Wilson and the constitutional purpose of raising a revenue by taxation, to wit. 
law we would now have sufficient sheep in this country to the support of the Federal Government in all of its integrity and virility. but in simplicity. 
supply all our demands for raw wool-how, I ask, do these All straightforward utterances, which constitute a pledge to 
critics reconcile the fact that the decrease in the number of the people of this country that the Democratic Party will per
sheep while the Wilson bill was in effect was only about half form to the letter. 
the decrease that took place in one-half the time under the REPUBLICAN TARIFF. 

?ingley law? .I append t~e followin? table to show the decrea~e The basic principle which underlies any tariff which the Re-
m the number of sheep m the Umted States from 1893-1897 i--publican Party supports is that "the measure of protection 
and 1903-1905. should at least equal the difference in the cost of production at · 

[Statistical Abstract, 19o9.1 home and abroad" (quoted from the Republican platform, 
1893. Largest number from 1886 to 1893 _________________ 47, 273, 553 1908), and to be sure to give full measure to the manufacturing 
1897. Smallest number from 1886 to 1893 ________________ 36, 818, 643 interests of this country it is generally added that the tariff 

Decrease in number of sheep ____________________ 10, 454, 910 should also insure a " reasonable profit" along with equalizing 
cost of production. 

rn8~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ ~g; ~~i: ~~~ This policy, in fact any tariff policy other than one for reve
nue only, is as absurd as it is indefinite; it is absurd, for it 
must result in one of two things, either absolutely prohibitory 
duties against foreign goods that would compete with us, or it 

Decrease in number of sheep _____________________ 18, 894, 453 

The producer of wool who, with a protection of not less than 
44 per cent, has been unable to produce to within 44 per cent of 
the raw wool needed to supply the American manufacturer can 

must result in discrimination and favoritism. The Republican 
tariff policy is indefinite and unsatisfactory, for it is impossible 

I 
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to estimate with any degree of accuracy the difference in the 
cost of production here and abroad~ And what political party 
can be intrnsted with the commission of seeing that all of our 
manufactures recetre uniform profits? For such would be the 
result if the term "reasonable profits," which the Republican 
Party uses so glibly, had any real significance. 

Let me quote you several authorities on this question of the 
impracticability of determining the difference of costs here and 
abroad. 

The President of the United States, in a letter to the chair
man of the Republican congressional committee last August 
(1910), after the Tariff Board had begun its inquiry, said: 

Moreover, when we understand that the cost of production differs in 
one conntry from that in another, and that it changes from year to 
year and frqm month to month, we must realize that the prec~se 
difference in cost of production sought for is not capable of defimte 
ascertainment, and that all that even the most scientific person ?n do 
in bis investigation is, after consideration of many facts which he 
learns, to exercise his best judgment in reaching a conclusion. 

Similar statements have been made by members of the Tariff 
Board. Chairman Emery, in a speech before the Chicago Asso
ciation of Commerce, December 3, 1910, said: 

It is unfortunate that so much emphasis has been laid on the question 
of getting relative costs, since many people have assumed this to be 
both an easy task und a complete solution of the question. Any prac
tical man knows that both these assumptions are faulty. One of the 
most difficult problems which a manufacturer !i~s to sol~e in hi.s own 
business is to determine the cost of any individual article which he 
produces. In fact, it would not be unreasonable for a manufacturer 
to respond to n request from such a body as ours for his costs of pro
duction, " I would gi>e them to you if I could get them, and I am 
willing to pay you a good sum if you will find them out for me." 

ASCERTADfIXG COST OF PIWDUCTIO~ IMPOSSIBLE. 

The fact that the Republicans are unable to get at the basis 
of the cost of production on which they would place the tariff 
rates is sufficient to condemn their program, even if they 
were not working upon a theory that is contrary to all the 
principles of economics and good sense. According to the Re
publican idea, " the less able we are to produce an article, the 
more duty is levied" in order to encourage the industry by 
equalizing differences of cost here and abroad. The result is 
that the things that we are fitted to do economicalJy are left 
to themselves to prosper as best they can, while the industries 
that we are least able to run economically under normal condi
tions are encouraged by the highest duties, leading to an in
creased cost for the consumer and to a bad commercial ad
justment. 

ABSOLUTELY PROHIBITIVE TARIFF TIIE CO~CLUSIO~. 

Should it be attempted to raise a tariff sufficient to meet the 
difference in cost at any point of production in the United States 
of articles, long before this point is reached the tariff will be so 
high as to be absolutely prohibitive, and its logical application 
would mean that there would be no importations whatever, or, 
if some limitation is made, what section of the country and what 
industries are to be given the rates required to stimulate pro
duction within its borders and give its manufacturers "a rea
sonable profit." 

COST OF LIHNG. 

There has been an ever-increasing cost of living, which has 
made it more and more difficult for the wage-earner to meet 
with his income the needs of his family. The Democratic 
Party, true to its promises, has taken a most important step by 
passing the reciprocity agreement with Canada, which, in 
effect, should tend to lessen the cost of the food products in 
our cities. To further carry out its pledges this bill is pro
posed, which will remove a tax from the shoulders of every 
man, woman, and child in our country. It is hoped that more 
schedules mny be taken up at a later date to further carry out 
the lowering of the tariff and the arranging of the taxes on a 
basis fair to all. The revenue basis to which the tariff will be 
lowered and the removal of taxes on raw materials should 
place our manufacturing on a sound basis, enlarge its markets, 
and by increasing the demn.nd for labor give the wage earner 
steady employment at just rates. To the consumer a lowering 
of the tariff duties must bring ap. ever-increasing benefit. 

CONCLUSIO:Y. 

Mr. Chairman, this country's trade has, up to the present 
time, been largely in the export of products from the soil, ex
ports which show only in a small way the value of our peo
ple's industry, but which draw each year more and more on 
the resources of our country. We have seen the exportation of 
agricultural products decrease as the demand for them at home 
increased. To stimulate our trade, to provide employment for 
our people, to provide cheaper living to the wage earners of this 
country is a problem to which the parties must address them
selves, and to lower the cost of living is the problem to 
which the Democratic Party has devoted its attention. We 
do not believe in a tariff as a benefit. We believe in it as a 
tax. The Democratic Party stands squarely for a tariff for 

revenue only, a · tariff which will lay on the consumers the least 
burden and arranges its rates, not as gifts for favored sup
porters of any party, but ns taxes to be so placed that the reve
nues of the Government may be collected with as little burden 
as possible to its people. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. PAYNE. l\fr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gentle· 
man from Washington [Mr. W .AJIBURTON]. 

l\Ir. WARBURTON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to show that 
the proposed law is in the main in accord with the Republican 
national platform in reference to a revision of the tariff; that 
the proposed law is more nearly a compliance with our platform 
than the existing law. 

That the oft-repeated statement that we can not lower the 
tariff, as demanded by the people and as promised to the people 
by both parties, is wholly untrue in point of fact; that we cun 
get all the needed revenue from tobacco alone, which is clearly a 
luxury, the present tax on which being insignificant com11ared 
with the tax on other luxuries, and even with such necessaries 
of life as sugar, wool, and woolen goods, and so forth. 

That if we were to restore the internal-revenue tax. on tobacco 
contained in either the law of 1879 or the law of 1875, the Gov
ernment would get ample re1enue to more than supply all ts:le 
revenue that we would lose by a proper revision of the tariff 
and b~ placing sugar on the free list. If the law of 1879 had 
·been in force last year, our receipts from the internal-re-venue tax 
on tobacco would have been $138,050,930, as against $58,118,457 
we actually received. If the law of 1875 had been in force last 
year the revenue would have been $178,094,457, as against 
$58,118,457, the revenue actually received. The tax provided by 
these laws was reduced solely because we did not need the 
revenue. 

That our tax on tobacco is only one-fifth to one-fifteenth of 
the tax assessed by the leading European countries, who con
sume the major portion of all the tobacco we export. 

That if we were to increase the tax on tobacco it would not 
affect the farm price of tobacco or affect anyone interested in 
the tobacco business, but would affect the consumers, who should 
pay the tax. 

I shall vote for the proposed bill, and desire to state, briefly, 
the reasons that prompt me to do so. The tariff affecting wool 
and woolen goods remains, I am informed, about the same as 
that adopted 43 years ago. It was established, in the first in
stance, and for many years maintained on the ground that it 
was essential in order to build up and promote this industry. 
For the past few years its friends have urged and insisted that 
it should be maintained in order to protect this great industry 
from foreign competition. When first enacted, its friend£! 
claimed that the time would come, and at no great distant 
date, when the tariff could be materially reduced, if not entirely 
taken off. It would seem as though the time ought to be at 
hand when these industries having enjoyed this large tariff for 
more than 40 years should be in a condition to permit a very 
material reduction of the tariff, such as we have before us. 

But it is urged that if we reduce this tariff to the point pro-
•posed in the bill we will bring financial disaster to those en
gaged in this industry. I do not believe that any such results 
will follow from the enactment of this bill into law. I do not 
believe that there is any such difference between the cost of 
manufacturing woolen goods here and abroad as contained in 
.our present tariff. I regret exceedingly that we have not be
fore us the report of our so-called Tariff Board on this ques
tion, so that we could get from an entirely disinterested body 
the real facts about this very important matter. 

The essential facts relative to the comparative cost of manu
facturing woolen goods here and abroad can be ascertained. by 
a tariff board, and I have felt as though this matter might go 
over until next session in hopes that we might get a report 
from the Tariff Board by that date, when we could reach a 
more intelligent conclusion. I would feel much more strongly 
in favo:i: of this procedure if it were not for the fact that these 
manufacturers ha1e for years consistently fought the establish
ment of a tariff board. If it had not been for their opposition, 
we long before this would have had a properly constituted tariff 
board, and would have at hand all necessary information. 

If the friends of the present tariff on this schedule bad been 
one-half as actirn in urging heretofore the paSEage of a proper 
Tariff Board law as they have been active in opposing it, or if 
they had exerted their influence in trying to secure a report of 
our present so-called Tariff Board, we would have, at least, 
some of the essential facts before us to revise intelligently this 
schedule and to enable us to be certain that we were enacting 
a la.w fair and just alike to the consumer and to the manu
facturer. 

There is no inclination on the part of the people of this coun
try to reduce the tariff to a point where the laboring man of 
the country can not be employed. in the industries affected by 
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this bill and receive a fair return for his employment. There 
is no demand for a reduction of the tariff to a point where the 
manufacturer can not continue to operate his factory and pay 
the wages that he has been accustomed to pay. But there is a 
widespread and, I think, a well-founded belief that the present 
tariff is very much in excess of the amount necessary to do 
this, and a -rery urgent demand that a reduction on the woolen 
schedule be made. 

The people of this country are not in the mood to take the 
statement of those vitally interested parties as to what the 
tariff should be. They want to get the information from men 
of abiliy and skill who are entirely disinterested in the con
clusions they reach. 

I want to warn those interested in this schedule, as well as 
other schedules, that if they resist the creation of a Tariff 
Board with ample powers, with sufficient inducements to ob
tain men of excellent ability and experience as commissioners, 
they may get a tariff law that will write the schedules too low 
and bring real, not imaginary, hardships upon them. Our great 
industries have nothing whatsoever to fear from the conclu
sions of such a Tariff Board, and when they resist the creation 
of such a board it must occur to every man of experience that 
there is something about the operation of this tariff law in their 
fa Yor that they desire to conceal. 

It is wholly incomprehensible to me that the manufacturers 
of wool have not been able to keep pace with the manufacturers 
in other lines of industry and are not more able to cope with 
foreign competition than they claim they are. The cost of 
manufacturing in every other line of industry has grown 
cheaper year by year as improved methods and improved ma
chinery have been adopted, and it would seem more than passing 
strange if those engaged in the woolen manufactures have not 
had the same experience. We can much more nearly compete 
with European manufacturers in everything else than we could 
40 years ago. Why not in woolen goods? Our production and 
consumption of woolen goods have increased enormously in the 
past 40 years. Should not the same law prevail there as works 
elsewhere in the manufacture of goods that the larger the 
production the less the cost of production? 

If we are not able to materially reduce the tariff enacted 43 
years ago, when may we expect to arrive at the point where 
we may reduce it? We can not afford to maintain indefinitely 
these enormous rates. Those interested in the schedule we 
are considering fight the reduction of it even a penny. They 
fight the reduction of the tariff on this schedule even more 
trongly than they fought for its original enactment. I do not 

know how the conduct of these beneficiaries of our high tariff 
impresses others, but they impress me as a lot of freebooters 
who ·are bent on maintaining this unnecessarily high tariff re
gardless of right or wrong, regardless of the hardships it works 
on the great mass of our people. They have enjoyed this tariff 
so long, they have exact~ tribute from every person so long, 
that they seem to regard it as a vested right to continue to do 
so. When they tell us it can not be materially lowered, or 
lowered at all, they convince me of their insincerity. TheJ 
persuade me that their statements are wholly unreliable. 

But it is my duty to vote for or against this measure. If 
we defeat this measure, our present existing tariff law will 
remain in force. It is encumbent upon me to decide whether 
the proposed law more nearly complies with that we promised 
the country in our national platform than the existing law. I 
believe that the present tariff on wool and woolen goods is 
entirely too high. If it was fair in 1867, it is altogether too 
high now. I do not believe that there is any justification for 
a tariff on any necessity of life, such as clothing, as high or 
anywhere near as high as 90 per cent ad valorem. I do not 
believe there is anything Uke 90 per cent difference between 
the cost of manufacturing woolen goods in this country and 
elsewhere. I do not believe there is one-half of that difference. 
The best information that I have been able to obtain goes to 
show that there is no such difference. 

I believe that the proposed law comes very much nearer com
plying with our national platform than our existing law. I do 
not mean to say that the proposed law is exactly correct. I 
do not know whether it is or not, and I do not believe there is a 
man in this House who does know exactly what the rate should 
be, or ever will know, until we get such reliable informd.· 
tion as we could obtain if we bad a proper Tariff Board, that 
had given full and ample time to the obtaining of the necessary 
information. 

l\Iy people are in favor of a very material reduction on 
woolen goods. They believe that the tariff on this schedule bas 
been maintained at too high a :figure for many years. I prom
ised my people in every speech that I made that if I had the 
opportunity I would vote for a bill reducing materially the 
tariff on our woolen schedule, and I am going to keep my word. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I favor the bill because I believe it is strictly a protective 
n_ieasure. Noi:ie could have been drawn that in every par
ticular recogmzes the essential doctrine of a protective policy 
more than this bill does. Republicans may disagree as to 
~h~ther ~he rate is too high or too low, but all will admit that 
it is a bill based on protective principles. I shall vote for it 
because. it is J?rotective in its nature, and, as nearly as I am 
able. to Judge, It meets as nearly as possible the doctrine of pro
tection as announce~ in t.he Chicago platform of three years ago. 
[Applause.] I belle-re It more nearly fixes this schedule on 
W?Ol and woolen goods in. accordance with ~ur Republican doc
tr~ne than our present existing law. It certaiuly is not drawn 
with .any refer~nce to free trade or with any reference to the 
doctrme of tariff for. revenue: if that doctrine means anything 
else than our protective doctrme under a different name. 
THE OLD EXCUSE, " I CAN NOT VOTE FOR THE BILL BECAUSE THE GOVERN

MENT CAN NOT AFFORD TO LOSE '.l'HE REVENUE." 

l\fany Members are going to give as an excuse or as a reason 
for opposing this bill the old lame excuse that we have so often 
heard when a man is called upon to vote on bills affecting 
revenue-that he can not support them because the Government 
can not afford to lose the revenue. Others there are who say 
they would gladly favor a lower rate of duty on this schedule, 
but they can not because the Government can not afford to 
lose the revenue. Some free traders will say that they are in 
favor of placing wool on the free list, but not now, because the 
Government can not afford to lose the revenue. 

Every time it is proposed to reYise the tariff Jaws, or proposed 
to extend the rural free delivery of mail, or to enact any pro
gressire legislation, the objection is at once raised that the 
revenues of the Government 'Yill not permit it. I will show in 
a moment th:;it there is no basis for these claims. 

I understand that some of our Democratic friends claim that 
they would be in favor of a still lower tariff on the articles 
mentioned in this bill but can not do so because the Government 
can not afford to lose the revenue. They are quite loud in theit· 
grief over the fact that the loss of revenue stands squarely in 
their path and will not permit them to vote as their judgment 
dictates, and such as they have long and loudly proclaimed 
they would do if e-rer given the opportunity. They assure us 
that the loss of revenue is the one thing that prevents them 
from writing into law the pure Democratic doctrine. 

There are some of my Republican colleagues who feel that 
this bill is probably right from the standpoint of the last 
Republican platform, but this loss of revenue prevents them 
from supporting this bill. I do not want to challenge the good 
faith of these persons, but I want to say none the less positively 
that this is an excuse which has been made by every party in 
the last 30 years for failure to keep its promises in reference to 
revenue laws and a re\ision of the tariff. Whenever a party has 
failed to make good its promises and has been driven to the last 
ditch in defending its conduct, it has always made the plea that 
it could not have done otherwise and provided the Government 
with the essential revenue. There never has been a day in so 
years when any party could not have completely fulfilled its 
promises in the reyision of our tariff or revenue laws made 
every reduction promised the people, and yet supplied the Gov· 
ernment with abundant revenue. I want to help uncover every 
man who is hiding behind any such defense. I want to show 
how utterly absurd such statements are. If there should be any
one who is going to defend his conduct by this flimsy, worn
out, threadbare excuse and vote on this bill contrary to the 
promises which he made to his people, contrary to the platform 
on which be was elected, whether he be Republican or Democrat 
I want to assist in uncovering him. I want to show him h~ 
can not do it on the pretext of loss of revenue. 

The qnestion is not the loss of revenue-that must have been 
taken into consideration before our platforms were written-but 
is, Are we living up to our platforms? The Democratic Party 
when it proclaimed its policy of free wool, proclaimed it on th~ 
theory that it could enact such a law and still supply the Go-r
ernment with the needed revenue. They knew then just as 
well as now that they would have to provide this revenue from 
some other source. They must have had this in mind when they 
made the declaration. This can not be changed by Gov. Wilson 
or any other Democratic candidate for President approving a 
different course at this late date. Does Gov. Wilson want the 
people of the United States to understand when the Democratic 
Party at its next convention declares its platform on the ta.riff 
that there is an unwritten pro-riso attached to it to the effect that 
it will carry out that plank only providing it can get the necessary 
revenue, or does he want the people to understand that the plat
form will mean exactly what it will say? I can not think that 
Gov. Wilson approves any such doctrine. It is contrary to his con
duct in office and his record as governor in fulfilling party pledges. 
I am not advocating free wool. I believe in the protective policy. 
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I am only insisting in honesty in party platforms. I think this bill 
complies with the Republican and not the Democratic platform. 

When the Republican Party announced the doctrine that it 
was in favor of a tariff on all manufactured articles which 
would equal the difference between the cost of production here 
and abroad, its leaders knew just as well then as now that in 
carrying out this policy all the revenue that would be lost by 
such a law would have to be supplied from some other source. 

When the great leaders of the Republican or Democratic 
Party assemble and announce their policy with reference to a 
tariff law, or any other legislative matter, the people have the 
right to assume that they can fulfill every obligation that they 
Yoluntarily undertake, and that they make such promises with 
the full knowledge as to the effect it will have on the revenue, 
and that they can carry out their policies and provide for the 
loss of revenue elsewhere. So it is no excuse, it is an admission 
of bad faith, either in the making of the promise or in the ful
fillment of it, for a party to say that it can not carry out its 
platform on account of a loss of rev.enue. 

TOBACCO IS TAXED ONLY A SMALL PERCENTAGE OF OTHER LUXURIES. 

Our Government has been throwing away millions upon 
mil1ions of dollars annually that it ought to have and which 
it could easily get, and which would at once enable us to place 
sugar and rice on the free list and provide funds which would 
permit us to reduce the tariff on the woolen, cotton, and steel 
schedules to a point that the Republican Party promised that 
it would do in the last national platform. 

A proper tax on tobacco would easily do this. Tobacco is 
not a necessity of life, but it is clearly and undisputably a 
luxury. Nothing that man consumes is more so. All civilized 
countries tax luxuries and tax them heavily. In raising the 
revenue of the Government the luxuries should be first taxed 
heavily, and then, if enough revenue can not be provided, other 
articles should be taxed ; and lastly and least of all should the 
necessary food products, and especially those products that can 
not be raised in our country to a profit and advantage, be taxed. 

No food product should be taxed which this country does not 
easily and naturally raise, and in .sufficient quantity for the 
needs of the people. This is one phase of taxation that all 
governments and all political economists are agreed upon, and 
yet we tax this admitted luxury, tobacco, less than almost 
any other commodity in comparison with its actual value when 
sold on the market. It bears but a slight tax when compared 
with other luxuries. The internal-revenue tax on fermented 
liquor is the same to-Oay that it was at the highest point dur
ing the Civil War. It has never been lowered one penny. It 
was doubled during the Spanish War, but when that war was 
over the tax was restored to the point of the Civil War. 
Our war tax on distilled spirits was for a short time reduced 
from an average of about $1.50 to 60 cents a gallon in 1868. 

In 1872 it was raised to 70 cents a gallon; in 1875 it was 
again raised to 90 cents a gallon; and in 1894 it was raised 
to $1.10 a gallon, and the tax. has remained at the last figure 
ever since 1894. The tax on distilled liquors since 1894 has 
been about as high as the average tax during the Civil War. 
The tax on tobacco from its highest point during the Civil War 
has been lowered from year to year until it is now but a small 
fraction of that tax. The changes have been quite numerous, 
and I have prepared a table sMwing the rate and date of each 
law reducing the same. Smoking and chewing tobacco and 
snuff in each law are fixed at the same rate, there being one or 
two exceptions in relation to snuff, which I will not notice, so 
I will speak of them as tobacco. Cigars and cheroots have been 
taxed by each law at the same rate, and I will speak of them 
together as cigars. Cigarettes by each law have borne about 
one-half of the rate of cigars, so I will not especially mention 
them. I am discussing only the internal-revenue tax. I am 
n-ot taking into consideration at all import or tariff duties. 

Date of enactment. 

1864 .................................................... . 
1865 .................................................... . 
1866 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
18G8 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1872 .................................................... . 
1875 •••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••··•••••••••·••••••••••••· 
1879 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••. 
1883 .................................................... . 
1890 .................................................... . 
1 98 .•••••••••.•.••...•.•...•.••....•..•...........••.... 
1901 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1902 .................................................... . 
1909 ................................................... . 

i According to value. 

Tobacco 
(per 

pound). 

Cents. 
15--35 
30-40 
30-40 

32 
20 
24 
16 
8 
6 

12 
9.6 
6 
8 

Cigars (per 
thousand). 

1 $8. 00-$40. 00 
10.00 
4.00 
5.00 
5.00 
6.00 
6.00 
3.00 
3.00 
3.60 
3.00 
3.00 
3.00 

Mr. PAYNE. What kind of tobacco is the gentleman talking 
about? 

l\fr. WARBURTON. Smoking tobacco and chewing tobacco. I 
stated that. I am not dealing at all with import duties; I 
am dealing with the internal-revenue tax. Now, we will ob
serve that from the highest point during the war, 40 cents a 
pound, tobacco has been reduced to 8 cents a pound. Cigars 
at the highest point of the Civil War were $8 to $40, accord
ing to the value, per thousand; they were reduced to $3 a 
thousand in 1883, and they have remained at that point all the 
time, except during the Spanish War, when they were slightly 
raised. 
_ l\fr. PAYNE. Will the gentleman kindly state what the ad 
valorem was in addition--

Mr. WARBURTON. I am not taking into consideration the 
import duties; I am simply talking about the internal revenue. 

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, the internal rm-enue. 
Mr. WARBURTON. Yes. So it clearly appears, while the 

tax on whisky or distilled spirits is about the same as that of 
the Civil War tax, and the tax on fermented liquors, beer, and 
ale is equal to that · of the highest Civil War tax, our tax on 
tobacco has been reduced from time to time until it is but a 
fraction of the Civil War tax. Our present tax is not one
fourth of what it was during the Civil War and up to 1872; 
two-fifths of what it was from 1872 to 1875; one-third of what 
it was from 1875 to 1879; one-half of what it was from 1879 to 
1883. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman again refer to in
ternal revenue only? 

Mr. WARBURTON. I say so in all my speeches. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman is discussing the sched

ules of everything else but tobacco, and only the internal
revenue tax on tobacco? 

Mr. WARBURTON. Yes; we will call it the internal-re-venue 
tax on tobacco. That is what I am discussing. 

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the ,gentleman from Washington 

yield to the gentleman from Tennessee? 
Mr. WARBURTON. Yes. 
Mr. GARRETT. Do I understand the gentleman to advocate 

an increase in the internal-revenue taxes on tobacco and liquors, 
in order to decrease the duties on wool and the various other 
schedules? 

Mr. WARBURTON. Yes. I say you can provide all the rev
enue you lose on all such reductions by increasing the internal
revenue tax on tobacco alone. I am not referring to the tax on 
distilled spirits or liquors. That is as high as it was during 
the Civil War. 

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman advocates an increase in the 
internal-revenue taxation on tobacco, in order to lower the duty 
on wool and other products? 

Mr. WARBURTON. Yes; and to lower the duty on steel and 
cotton, and to get it all off of sugar. 

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman is not a protectionist. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. WARBURTON. I am. 
Mr. GARRETT. Did the gentleman get his time from the 

gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] or from the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD]? [Laughter.] 

Mr. WARBURTON. The gentleman from New York was 
good enough to give me some of his time. 

Mr. PAYNE. I want to say to the gentleman from Tennes
see-

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Washington 
yield to the gentleman from New York? 

Mr. WARBURTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. P AY~TJ!J. I wanted, Mr. Chairman, to say to the gentle

man from Tennessee [Mr. GA.BRETT], if the gentleman from 
Washington will yield a moment, that I might consume all my 
time by yielding to men who are honestly opposed to this bill 
though they are sitting on the other side of the aisle, but wh~ 
dare not speak against the etlict of the Democratic caucus. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. GARRETT. If the gentleman from Washington will per
mit, I do not suppose the gentleman from New York meant to 
indicate by that that I had requested of him any time on that 
ground? 

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, no. [Laughter.] 
.Mr. WARBURTON. Now, gentlemen, if you will follow me 

closely, I shall not need to answer these questions again. I am 
simply discussing the increase of the internal-revenue tax on 
toba~co. The tax on sugar, fo.r instance, controls absolutely, 
and is of the same effect as an mternal-revenue or consumption 
tax on sugar. That might not prevail as to cotton and woolen 
goods. I will not undertake to say that it does. But I am 
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simply calling your attention to the fact that you have not 
reduced the duties on woolen goods and cotton goods practically 
since the Ciru War. You have not reduced the internal
revenue tax on beer. You have not reduced the internal-revenue 
tax on distilled spirits. 

Now, tobacco is as much a luxury as any of those, and yet 
you have reduced it down to only 20 per cent of what it was 
in the Civil War. I have some illustrations for you, or will 
have in a moment, which, if you have not examined the subject, 
I think will be rather astounding to you. 

l\Ir. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. l\fr. Chairman, will the 
gentlema.n yield for a question? 

:Mr. W .AilBURTON. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREYS of :Mississippi. I would like to ask the 

gentleman if he has made any investigation as to the amount 
of revenue produced under the old rates and the amount pro
duced under the subsequent rates after the tax was reduced? 

Mr. WARBURTON. Yes. I will coyer that in just a mo
ment, if the gentleman will wait that long. I had one of the 
experts of the Internal Revenue Btll'eau figure it out for me. 

While the foregoing table shows that our tax on tobacco is 
but a pittance compared with what it was during the 20 years 
following the Civil War, and the tax is insignificant compared 
with the tax on other luxuries, it does not give one a full idea 
of what a small ad valorem tax it really is. For instance, this 
morning I bought a quarter of a pound of Edgeworth smoking 
tobacco. This is a common, ordinary smoking tobacco, which 

-cost me 25 cents. The Government tax: on this was 1! cents. 
If the tax was doubled it would have cost me 26t cents; if the 
tax was trebled, it would have cost me 28 cents; if it had 
been quadrupled, it would have cost me 29! cents. 

The Government tax on a 10-cent cigar is three-tenths of 1 
cent; if it was doubled, a 10-cent cigar would cost 10.3 cents; if 
it was trebled, it would cost 10~ cents; and if it was quadrupled, 
it would cost less than 11 cents. 

" The tax on a 25-cent cigar is likewise three-tenths of 1 cent; 
if this tax were doubled, a 25-cent cigar would cost 25.3 cents; 
if it were trebled, it would cost 25! cents; and if it were qll.ad
rupled, it would cost 25.9 cents. 

If we were to increase our tax on tobacco 100 per cent, it 
would equal the tax in effect from 1879 to 18S3 ; if we were to 
increase it 300 per cent, it would equal the tax in effect from 
1875 to 1879; if we were to increase it 250 per cent, it would 
equal the tax in effect from 1872 to 1875 ; and if we were to 
increase it 400 per cent, it would then equal the tax in effect 
from 1864 to 1872. 

.Mr. NORRIS. Will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. WARBURTON. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. In giving the price of a cigar, the gentleman 

is assuming that ea.ch time the consumer of the cigar would 
have to pay the tax. As a matter of fact, I presume it woulcl 
not make any difference. He would get a 10-cent ciga.r for 10 
cents just the same. 

Mr. WARBURTON. He probably would. It would probably 
have one-fiftieth less of tobacco in it. 

Mr. NORRIS. And that would do the smoker just that much 
more good. 

:Mr. PAYNE. We might better tax it all out. 
l\fr. NORRIS. I think it might be a good thing, although I 

smoke as much as anybody. 
Mr. WARBURTON. If we were to double the tax on a 50-

cent cigar, it would then cost 50.3 cents; if it were trebled, it 
would cost 50~ cents; if it were quadrupled, it would cost 50.9 
cents. It can be readily seen that to double or even to increase 
the tax 300 or 400 per cent the price to the consumer would not be 
materially increased. Even if we were to quadruple the price, 
the per cent of the tax on tobacco would not equal that which 
we have on a great many necessaries of life. 

Our present rate on smoking tobacco, taking Edgeworth 
as an example, is 8 per cent of the selling price; if doubled, it 
would be 16 per cent of the selling price; if trebled, it would 
be 24 per cent; and if quadrupled, it would be 32 per cent of 
the selling price. 

Our present tax on a 5-cent cigar is 6 per cent of the retail 
price; if doubled, it would equal 12 per cent; if trebled, it 
would equal 18 per cent; and if quadrupled, it would equa.l 24 
per cent. 

Our present tax on a 10-cent cigar equals 3 per cent of 
the retail price; if doubled, it would be 6 per cent; if trebled, 
it would equal 9 per cent; and if quadrupled, it would equa.112 
per cent. 

OU!' present tax on a 25-cent cigar is 1.2 per cent of the retail 
price; if doubled, it would equal 2.4 per cent; if trebled, it 
would equal 3.6 per cent; and if quadrupled, it would equal 4.8 
per cent of the retail price. 

Our present tax on a 50-cent cigar equals six-tenths of 1 per 
cent at retail price; if doubled it would equal 1.2 per cent; if 
trebled it would equal 1.8 per cent; and if quadrupled it would 
equal 2.4 per cent of the retail price. 

Our tax on sugar represents about 36 per cent of the price of 
retail sugar in the city of Washington. 'rhe tariff is almost five 
times as much on.a dollar's worth of sugar as the tax on a dol
lar's worth of smoking tobacco or on a dollar's worth of G-cent 
cigars, 12 times as much as the tax on a dollar's worth of 10-cent 
cigars, 30 times as much as the tax on a dollar's worth of 
25-cent cigars, and 60 times as great as the tax on $i worth of 
50-cent cigars. 

When one of our millionaires buys a dollar's worth of 50-cent 
cigars he pays the G{rrernment six-tenths of 1 cent revenue; 
when he buys a dollar's worth of 25-cent cigars he pays the 
Government a revenue of 1.2 cents; when he buys a dollar's 
worth · of two-for-a-quarter cigars he pays the Gornrnment in reve
nue 2.4 cents. When his gardener buys a dollar's worth of 
nickel cigars or of smoking tobacco he pays the Government a 
revenue of 8 cents; when his washerwoman buys $1 worth of 
granulated sugar at the market price in Washington-5~ cents 
a pound-she pays the Government a revenue of 36 cents; or, 36 
cents is exacted from her on account of our tariff on that neces
sary of life. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

.Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman submit just to an interrup
tion? 

l\Ir. WARBURTON. Yes. 
Mr. HARDY. I do not know that I differ with th~ line of 

argument the gentleman is making, but it seems to me he omits 
to draw the distinction. If these cigars are imported, how 
much does the GoYernment get? 

Mr. WARBURTON. They would get-
Mr. H.A.RDY. What is the import tax? 
Mr. WARBURTON. I think it is $4.50 a thousand. 
Mr. HARDY. Now, then, as to sugar, you are speaking of the 

import tax alone, and there is no indirect revenue tn.x on sugar. 
Mr. W ARBUilTON. I do not know whether the gentleman 

rend it or not, but the other day I showed conclusively, I think, 
that your tariff of $1.90 does, as a matter of fact, cost every 
consumer of sugar 2 cents a pound. 

Mr. HARDY. I think you are exactly right, but this tax 
· that you are speaking of tobacco paying to the Government 
direct is in addition to the protection gtren by the protective 
tariff on tobacco? 

.Mr. WARBURTON. The only place where my illustration 
would be at all faulty would be in the case of a 25 or a 50-cent 
cigar . 

Mr. HARDY. .Any cigar that is imported? 
l\Ir. WARBURTON. Any cigar that is imported. 
Mr. HARDY. In other words, this is an additional tax to 

the import tux? 
Mr. W ARDURTON. Now, I did not have time, and I can 

not go into that now, but from what little inv-estigation I hav-e 
made I am yery free to say that I do not think that that 
would increase a 25-cent cigar 3 per cent. 

Mr. HARDY. I want to say to the gentleman that I believe 
we can ·get revenue elsewhere without imposing these out
rageous burdens. 

Mr. W ARBUR'ION. Snuff--eommon, ordinary snuff-sells 
for about 75 cents a pound and pays a tux of 8 cents a pound 
or a tax equal to 10 per cent of its retail price .. Would it not 
be good, decent legislation to tax this not altogether delicate 
and refined luxury 36 cents per pound and thus raise our 
revenue $10,000,000 a :rear, and take this amount off of the 
tax on sugar and thus save about 20 per cent of our tax on 
sugar? This sum woulcl almost equal the reYenue we will lose 
on wool by the propoi::ed bill. 

That is exactly what would have been raised last year if we 
·had had that ta..'r on snuff; if we had raised it up to the price 
that it costs the poor woman when she has to buy a dollar's 
worth of sugar. Let the woman· or man who wants to use 
snuff pay as large a percentage on the retail price as the poor 
woman does who has to buy sugar for herself and her children. 
This sum on snuff alone, raising it back to the Civil War tax, 
would pretty nearly provide all the revenue you lose by the 
passage of this bill. 

For the fiscal year ending 1910 we received on our internal 
revenue from tobacco the sum of $57,889,000. If we were to 
double the internal-revenue tax, it would increase our revenue 
$57,889,000. If we were to treble it, it would increase our reve
nue $115.778,000. 

If we double it, we make 25 cents' worth of smoking tobace:o 
cost us 27 cents; a 5-cent cigar would cost us 5.3 cents; a 
10-cent cigar would cost us 10.3 cents; a 12~-cent cigar would 
cost us 12.8 cents; and: a 25-cent cigar, 25.3 cents. 
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If we treble it, it would make 25 cents' worth of smoking 

tobacco cost 29 cents; a 5-cent cigar cost 5.6 cents; a 10-cent 
cigar cost 10.6 cents; n 12!-cent cigar cost 13.1 cent; and a 25-
cent cigar cost 25.6 cents. 

If we were to double the tax on tobacco :ind cigars, we could 
place sugar and rice on the free list and ha•e $6,000,000 to spare. 
If we should treble the tax on cigars and tobacco, we could take 
care of ernry possible loss that we would suffer by means of any 
proposed revision of the tariff and place sugar and rice on the 
free list. 

The Commissioner of Internal Reyenue, at my request, has 
given me in detnil the amounts of smoking and chewing tobacco 
and snuff, cigars, and cigarettes that were withdrawn for con
sumption last year, so that I might determine what the revenues 
of the Government for the fiscal year ending 1910 would have 
been if the internal-revenue law of 1875 and the internal-reve
nue law of 1879 were in force. I shall add a table showing the 
results on each item as well as total results. 

The internal revenue that we would have received for the 
amount of tobacco consumed last year if the internal-revenue 
tax of April, 1879, had been in force would have been, in round 
numbers, $138,000,000, as opposed to $58,000,000 actually re
ceived under our existing law. If the internal-revenue law of 
1 '75 had been in force on the tobacco consumed last year, in
stead of the Government getting $58,000,000 it would have col
lected $178,000,000. It must be borne in mind that the tax in 
this law of 1879 was not reduced because it was too high, be
cause there was any demand for the reduction of it by anyone 
interested in the industry or by the consumer, but because the 
Go-vernment found it necessary to reduce its income-to check 
its increasing surplus. 

One can not make that too strong. The law of 1875, which, if 
it had been in force last year, would have increased our re-venues 
$120,000,000, was never taken off at the request of any man who 
grew tobacco, at the request of any man who handled tobacco, 
or at the request of anyone. I do not doubt there are many of 
you here who will remember that it was taken off solely because 
we had more money coming into the Treasury than we knew 
what to do with, and we wanted to reduce the revenue. 

The law of 1875 reduced the war tax 25 per cent; the law of 
1879 further reduced the tax to about 50 per cent of the war 
tux. So there could be no excuse for the third reduction of 
1883, which again reduced the tobacco tax to one-fourth of the 
Civil War tax, except the desire to still further reduce the 
revenue. 

If the internal-revenue law of 1879 had been in force last 
year we would have received $80,000,000 more in revenue than we 
actually received. This would enable us to put sugar on the free 
list, the revenue of which amounted to $53,000,000 last year; put 
rice on the free list, the revenue of which amounted to $1,458,000 
last year; and enact the present law, which it is admitted will 
cause a loss of $13,000,000, and still have $13,000,000 left. 

If the internal-revenue law of 1875 had been in force last 
year we would have received $178,000,000 as opposed to 
$58,000,000, or we would have received $120,000,000 more than 
we actually did receive. This would enable us to place sugar 
and rice on the free list, reduce the revenue. from wool and 
woolen goods one-half, which would amount to more than 
$21,000,000; cut off one-half of the tariff on cotton goods, which 
W"ould amount to $19,000,000 in revenue; place iron and 
steel on the free list, which would cause a revenue loss of 
about $12,000,000, making a total reduction in revenue of about 
$107,000,GOO and leave still a surplus of $13,000,000. It must be 
remembered in this connection that when we place sugar on the 
free list that we not only make a saving to the great masses of 
people of $53,000,000, the amount of revenue, but that we save 
them at least $85,000,000 more which is exacted of them by 
reason of the tariff. 

The law of 1875, which fixed tlre tax I have just mentioned, 
reduced the war tax 25 per cent. So, when the law of 1875 was 
enacted, the rate on tobacco then was 75 per cent of what it 
was at the close of the war and for five years afterwards. 

.l\Ir. Beveridge, in bis great speech on tobacco in the United 
States Senate in 1899, and to whom I am indebted for much 
information, said: 

Ornr one-hnlf of the tobacco consumed in Great Britain is 
impo1-ted from this country and bought in the open market, and 
when it reaches England it is taxed 74 cents a pound, which 
the e:onsumer pays ; we furnish France with over half of the 
tobacco consumed by the French people, and this tobacco pays 
a tax when it reaches France of 85 cents a pound; we furnish 
Italy with practically all the tollacco that country consumes, 
ar:.d when it reaches Italy it pays a tax of 93 cents a pound. 

If we would tax tobacco as England taxes the tobacco she 
imports from us, we would have $96,000,000 more than all the 
duties that we collect by reason of the tariff on everything 
except wines, liquors, cigars, and tobacco. If we taxed our 
tobacco at the same rate France taxes the tobacco she buys 
from us and raises hers~lf, we would receive from this source 
$142,000,000 more than all the duties levied on everything that 
we import except wines, liquors, cigars, and tobacco. We could 
take import duties off everything but wines, liquor, tobacco, 
and cigars, and still have this surplus over what we now get. 
Of course, this would not be a wise thing to do, but it simply 
shows the possibilities of this tax. But it might be well to 
observe that probably the French and English people pay no 
tax which is less felt and about which there is less complaint. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of l\fississippi. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question right there? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Washington 
yield to the gentleman from .Mississippi? 

Mr. WARBURTON. Yes. 
l\Ir. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Has the gentleman any 

statistics showing the consumption of tobacco in the countries 
he has just mentioned, as compared with the consumption in 
America per capita? 

Mr. WARBURTON. I have those figures at my office, but 
have not the figures here. The consumption is much less in 
those countries. England is the next largest consumer. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The taxes that the gentleman refers to, 
that are imposed by England, Germany, and France, are all 
tariff taxes, are they not? 

Mr. WARBURTON. No; I think not. I am very positive of 
that I took those statements of the amount of the tax from 
the remarks of Mr. Beveridge, and I did not verify the figures. 

l\fr. LONGWORTH. But the gentleman undoubtedly refers 
to the tariff tax. 

Mr. WARBURTON. Oh, no. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman has mentioned the im

portations into England from this country. 
Mr. PAYNE. I think the gentleman is mistaken, because in 

England they do not permit the raising of tobacco at all. All 
of it is imported, and must pay a tariff tax. 

Mr. WARBURTON. In France the tobacco goes in free. It 
goes in free and is a government monopoly, and is taxed as 
an internal-revenue tax. Of course, it is immaterial whether 
it is an internal-revenue tax or a tariff duty. 

:Mr. LONGWORTH. It is only material as illustrating the 
gentleman's point, of our internal-revenue taxes as compared 
with other taxes. 

Mr. WARBURTON. What difference would it make whether 
we got it from internal revenue or got it from duties? The fact 
is the consumer pays it, and he will pay that amount of tax. 
THE TAX O~ TOBACCO WAS REDUCED IN 1879 AND AGAIN IN 1883 BECAUSE 

THE GOVERNMENT DID NOT NEED THE REVENUE. 

It may be asked by those who do not recall the history of the 
reduction of the tax on tobacco in 1879 and 1883 why these 
reductions were made. I want to recall the fact that they were 
made in order to prevent a large surplus in our Treasury. I 
think, 1\Ir. PAYNE, you were in Congress at that time. 

Mr. PAYNE. I was not in Congress at that time, but I know 
that reductions have frequently been urged in the tobacco tax 
by the raisers of tobacco since I have been in Congress. 

l\Ir. W A.RBURTON. During the preceding years the income 
of the Government had been exceeding its expenditures by a 
large amount. The Government was collecting more revenue 
than it needed to meet its fixed charges, and the question was, 
What tax should the Government reduce in order to prevent a 
further accumulation? 

Our protected interests objected to a reduction of duty on 
imports and were successful in preventing a reduction of the 
tariff. The internal-revenue tax on tobacco was adopted as the 

To bring home to us more clearly the grotesque littleness of our 
present tax compared with that of other countries, I have had computed 
a table which I shall insert in my remarks, showing what our revenue 
would be if we t~xed tobacco as these other counti·ies taxed tobacco. easiest and most satisfactory way of reducing our large and 

For example, if we taxed tobacco at the same rate that England then growing surplus. This was the sole reason for the reduc-
taxes tobacco, we would get $380,086,000. If we taxed tobacco at the . . · f h d t It t b 
rate that Austria taxes it, we would get $202,884,000 every year; at t10n made m this tax at both o t ese a e~. was no .ecau~e 
the rate that Hungary taxes it, $169,498,000 every year. If we taxed the Government or Congress regarded the tax as too high; it 
tobacco at the rate that France ta~es tobacco, we would. get $436,585,000 I was not because the consumers of tobacco were objecting to the of revenue every year from that smgle source of taxation. If we taxed . . 
tobacco at the rate that Italy taxes tobacco we would get $447 675 ooo 

1 

tax; it was not because the farmers who raised the tobacco de
every year. ' ' ' manded or requested it. It was done in each instance solely for 

Our internal-revenue tax on tobacco yielded last year I the purpose of cutting down the revenue. It was cut down for 
$57,889,000. this express purpose, and thls amounted to a notice to the world 
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that it would be and should be restored whenever the Govern
ment's needs required. No man can complain if the Government 
restores this tax when it should be restored. 

Who would complain if the tax of 1883 or 1879 on tobacco 
were restored and the whole tax on sugar could be removed? 
Sugar is a prime necessity; tobacco a luxury. Tobacco is 
bought by those who desire, but who do not need it. Sugar is a 
necessity on every man's table. _The Government gets all the tax 
it levies on tobacco. The Government gets only 52 cents out of 
eTery $1.39 that is exacted of the consumer of sugar on account of 
tariff, 52 cents going to the Government and most of the remain
ing 87 cents going to the Sugar Trust and our island planters. 

The Bon. Green B. Raum, then Commissioner of Internal 
Re-1enue, protested against the reduction of the ineernal-re\enue 
tax on tobacco in a special report to Congress. After stating 
the amount of money required by the Government and the 
amount of its revenue, he showed that we were collecting from 
$70,000,000 to sso,000,000 more than we needed, and then says : 

" It is an old and sound maxim that no more revenue should 
be raised than is necessary for an economical administration of 
the Government and a gradual reduction of the public debt. 

" Therefore it becomes obvious that a reduction of from sev
enty to eighty millions in the annual revenues of the country 
could be safely entered upon; and, in my judgment, such u 
reduction is urgently called for. I respectfully offer some sug
gestions for your consideration in this regard. 

"The great bulk of internal-revenue taxation is derived from 
distilled spirits-about nine-tenths of which are used as u bev
erage-malt liquors, tobacco, and cigars. These are not articles 
of necessary consumption, but are articles of luxury, the taxes 
upon which are readily paid by the consumers, and no one need 
consume them. 

"I am strongly of the opinion that so long as the principle of 
deriving part of the re\enue of the Government from internal 
taxation is retained, these articles and the dealers therein are 
proper subjects for taxation. There is n<;> demand on the part 
of consumers of these products for the remission of the taxes 
imposed upon them; there is no public sentiment calling for 
their repeal. On the contrary, the general current of public 
opinion seems to be in favor of their retention." 

This is a strong argument against the reduction of the tax in 
1879. His advice was not heeded, and the tax on tobacco was 
reduced from 24 to 16 cents a pound. 

In the annual report of Gen. Ilaum for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1879, the report bearing date November 24, 1879, re
ferring to the reduction of the internal-revenue tax on tobacco 
in this report, he says : 

" Experience has shown that no material advantage has inured 
to the consumer (of tobacco) in the reduction of price by rea
son of the reduction of the tax." 

What is more unequal and unjust; what is more of a pitiable 
parody on our taxing system than a law that tuxes 25-cent 
cigars at 1.2 per cent of its retail price and sugar 36 per cent 
of its retail price? Is it not wickedly unfair? Let us remem
ber when we come to revise these laws that these charwomen 
who on their knees scrub the floors of our Office Building and 
our Capitol Building, who work late at night and early in the 
morning and perform work of the most menial and laborious 
character, and at a small wage, pay 12 times as much tax for 
every dollar's worth of sugar they buy as we pay for e\ery 
dollar's worth of 10-cent cigars that we buy. [Applause.] 
WOULD AN !~CREA.SE IN THE INTERN.A.L-REYa"\"UE TAX IN.TORE THE FAil::\IBR? 

One of the arguments that has been raised against increasing 
the internal-revenue tax on this luxury is that it will injure 
the farmer who raises it. The opponents of the increase of 
this tax-those who do not desire the Government to obtain 
any other large source of revenue which will enable Congress 
to reduce the tariff-warn us solemnly and with great unction 
thnt if we raise the tax on tobacco the farmer will be greatly 
affected if not ruined. To one who has not made a study of 
this question this argument may seem very plausible, but in ·fact 
nothing is further from the truth. History shows us over and 
over again that a large or small tax on a luxury of tl:lis kind 
has no effect on the price of the raw ingredients used in the 
production of such luxuries or on the amount consumed. 

The W,story of tobacco since America was discovered, when 
tobacco came into use, shows conclusively that the tax on to
bacco has nothing whatever to do with the price paid to the 
farmer. The average price of tobacco on the farm has been 
quite as high when our internal-revenue tax has been one, two, 
three, four, five, and six times as high as our present tax . . 
Whenever we have made the heaviest reduction in our internal
revenue tax on tobacco the price of tobacco on the farm bas 
not been increased a fraction of a cent. 

In 1879 we took off 8 cents a pound. The farm price of 
tobacco prior to that time was 8 cents per pound., Did the 

farmer get this 8 cents that was removed from the internal
revenue tax? Not at all, though the tax remo·red w11s equal to 
the price of the farm product 

In 1883 we again reduced the internal-revenue tax on tobacco 
8 cents per pound, the then prevailing price of tobacco on the 
farm was about 8 cents n pound. Did this increase the "\"ulue 
of the tobacco on the farm? Not a particle. The farmer ilid 
not receive one penny advance, nor a fraction of a penny ad
vance, for his tobacco. 

The average price of tobacco from 1875 to 1883 was 7.7 cents 
per pound. The internal-re\enue tax on tobacco for the first 
four years of this time was 24 cents a pound; for the last four 
years it was 16 cents a pound. 

The average price of tobacco from 1885 to 1895 was 8 cents a 
pound, while the internal-reTenue tax on tobacco was only 6 
cents a pound as compared with 24 cents and 16 cents a pound 
from 1879 to 1883. 

The average price of tobacco from 1895 to 1905 was 7.2 cents 
a pound, with an internal-re\enue tax of only 6 cents a pound, 
the farm price was one-half a cent a pound less than from 
1875 to 1883, when the tax was 24 and 16 cents a pound. 

The a:rnrage price of tobacco on the farm from 1900 to 1005 
was 7.1 cents per pound. 

It will be seen that the farm price during these five years 
was six-tenths of a cent less a pound than it was from 1875 to 
1883, when the revenue tax was 24 cents :ind 16 cents a pound. 

From 1865 to 1872 the tax on tobacco was 32 cents a pound, 
the highest tax ever placed by the United States on tobacco. 
During these years while this tax was in force the average 
price of tobacco was 9.8 cents per pound on the farm, the 
highest average price in the history of this country except dur
ing the war. 

From July, 1808, until May, 1001, the tax on tobacco was 
doubled; that is to say, it was raised from 6 cents to 12 cents a. 
pound. In 1901 it was reduced f-rom 12 cents to 9 cents a pound, 
and in 1902 it was restored to the pre-war tax of 6 cents a. pound. 

The farmer received as large a price during the years the 
Spanish-.A.merican War tax was in force as he did the three 
years preceding the war or the three years following the war. 

If we compare the prices of tobacco for the years mentioned 
it will be observed that the farm price of tobacco was as high 
and even higher when the revenue tuxes were the highest. 

We ship our enormous surplus abroad. The price of tobacco 
raised in this country is controlled by the price abroad, as is our 
cotton. The price is fu:ed by the law of supply and demand. 
The tax of 74, 85, and 93 cents levied by the countries who con
sume the major portion of tobacco that we export no more 
determine the price of the raw article than does our tax of 6 
cents a pound. 
AN INCREASE Ui TlIE TAX ON TOBACCO O.Il AN IXCREASE 011' TKE COST OF 

TOBACCO DOES NOT REDUCE THE AMOUNT CONSUMED. 

As I have already said, an increase of the tax on tobacco, or 
any other luxury, will not affect the amount consumed. Ordi
nary smoking tobacco, like Edgeworth's, retails for $1 a pound. 
If we were to double the tax, a pound of this tobacco that now 
sells for $1 a pound would then sell for $1.08, and a pound of 
this tobacco lasts the ordinary smoker a month. Do you think 
that the adding of 8 cents to a pound of this tobacco, so n.s to 
make it retail for $1.0S a pound, would affect the amount of 
tobacco consumed? I do not believe that the purchasers of this 
tobacco, with the tax on it doubled as suggested, would ever 
realize the difference in cost, and it is too clear to need argument 
to support the proposition that such an increase in the tax 
would not affect the amount consumed. 

A man who cares for his pipe and tobacco would pay no 
attention or give a thought to this additional tax. To double 
the tax on a 10-cent cigar would increase the cost to 10.3 cents; 
to treble it would increase it to 10.6 cents. Do you think that 
a mun who buys and smokes 10-cent cigars would notice the 
increased cost or would smoke any less number of cigars if the 
price was increased this much? 

If you double the tax on a 25-cent cigar, the price would be 
increased to 25.6 cents. Would this in any manner decrease 
the number of 25-cent cigars that are smol>:ed? Our statistics 
will prove conclusively that taking off the re"\'enue tax does 
not increase the consumption of tobacco. It is likewise true 
that increasing the tax, as I h:11e suggested, will not in any 
manner decrease its consumption. Even though increasing the 
revenue tax should decrease the consumption somewhat, would 
this in any manner be a calamity? Would the brain and health 
of our people be at all injured if less tobacco were consumed? 
But ow experience shows that this is not the result. The con
sumption of tobacco never increased as rapidly in this country 
per capita as it did from 1876 to 1884, when the tax was from 
400 to 166 per cent larger than it is at the present time. 

I think I have clearly shown that the question of the loss of 
revenue to the Government ought not to deter any man or any: 



1911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 1837 
party from writing a re1"ision of this schedule exactly as be 
or it believes it ought to be written. The same majority that 
can pass the proposed bill revising this schedule or any other 
schedule can on the same day or succeeding days enact an
other law raising our internal-revenue tax on tobacco to a point 
that will supply all the loss of revenue that will be sustained 
by such a revision. Such a revenue law as I have suggested 
will not only proYide abundant revenue, but will place a proper 
tax on this luxury that it ought to bear. 

There can be no good reason offered why the tax on this 
luxury ffiould only be from six-tenths of 1 per cent to 8 per cent 
of the retail price, when we tax a necessary of life like sugar 
3G per cent; woolen goods, on an average, more than 90 per 
cent; and cotton goods at 53 per cent. I am convinced that 
the rate in the proposed law is fixed as it is, not to avoid 
loss of re1enue but is fixed at the point it is because the Demo
cratic Party dare not write it lower. 

While the Democratic Party preaches placing raw wool on 
the free list and a Tery low tariff on the manufactured articles, 
when it comes to the test it is compelled to adopt the Repub
lican doctrine of a protective tariff and write in its proposed 
law a protective rate. You do not dare write a lower rate, 
because you fear the consequences at the next general elec
tion. You know that the industries of this country can 
not prosper if you write into the law the theories you have 
preached. 

TABLES REFERRED TO. 

The following tables show the quantity of cigars, cigarettes, 
snuff, chewing and smoking tobacco that was consumed this 
last year in the United States. 

The first table shows the rate of tax and the amount that 
W"Ould ha\e been collected if the tax on March 3. 1875, had been 
in force. The second table shows the amount of tax that would 
have been collected if the act of March 1, 1879, had been in 
force: 
A.mount that u.ouicl have been collected if the taaJ of 1875 had been in 

force for tho year 1!J10. 

Kind. Quantity. Rate of tax. Collections. 

Cigars ...................... No .. 8, 213, 356, 504 S6 per thousand ... $49,280,139.02 
Cigarettes .................. No .. 7,834, 748, 515 Sl.75perthousand 13, 798,309. 90 
Snufi ....................... lbs.. 31, 969, 111 32 cents per pound. 10, 230, 115. 52 
Tobacco, chewing and smoking, 436, 608, 898 24 cents perpound. 104, 786, 135. 52 

pounds. 

Total...................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . 178, 094, 699. 96 

A.mount fhat wouia have been collected if the taz; of 1819 had been $n 
force for the year 1910. . 

Kind. Quantity. Rate of tax. Collections. 

~~~~~:~::::::::::::::::~L ~:~H~:fil ~-~~~=~: 8ii:m:::~ 
Tobacco, chewing and smoking, 436,608,893 ..... do............ 69,857,423. 68 

pounds. 

Total . . . • . . . . . • . . . • • • • . . . • . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . 138, 050, 930. 36 

The act of March 1, 1879, taxed at 16 cents per pound manu
factured tobacco of all kinds, except cigars, cheroots, and ciga
rettes, and on these the tax provided for by the act of March 3, 
1875, prevailed. 
Statement showing "withdraioals for consumption" of manufactured 

tobacco d1tring the fiscal year 1910, the rate of ta.1l thereon, and the 
collections therefrom. 

Kind. Quantity. Rate of tax. Collections. 

Ci No { 7,140,229,337 $3 •••••••••••••• ••• $21,420,639.51 gars....... .............. ·· 11,073,126,667 M cents and 75 580,748.40 
cents. 

Tota.I. • • • • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . 8, 213, 356, 504 

Cigarettes •........... ..... No .. { 7,863,215,803 Sls~~~cents,and 
21,532, 707 $3 and $3.60 •••..•. 

Total ..•................. 
SnnfL .................... lbs .. 
Tobacco, chewing and smok

ing, pounds. 

7' 326, 194. 48 

6.59, 700.M 

Aggregate collections. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58, 118, 4.57. 03 

1 A >ery small amount bore the rate of 8 cents per pound, but the amount was so 
small it is not worth whlle to mention it. It is all included in the amount of collec
tions ma.de. 

It is not the loss of revenue that stands in the way of this 
revision even lower if desirable. It is not the loss of re1enue 
that stands in the way of any progressive legislation. It is 
simply because we, either through fear or some other moUre, 
fail to write the law that in duty we ought to write. [Ap
plause.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield one hour to the gentleman from 
Arkansas [l\1r. ROBINSON]. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, an unusual question has 
arisen, as to whether the Legislature of the State of .Arkansas 
has ratified the income-tax amendment to the Federal Consti
tution. Senate concurrent resolution :Ko. 7 passed both 
branches of our general assembly, was presented to the gov
ernor after the regular session of the general assembly had 
adjourned, and was by him vetoed-that is, he issued an 
alleged yeto message. Immediatefy upon ascertaining that the 
governor had taken this action I telegraphed him that in my 
opinion the veto power of the governor of a State does not ex
tend to the ratification of amendments to the Federal Consti
tution, that his action was 1oid, and urged upon him the wis
dom of withdrawing his alleged veto. 

The governor replied, seeking to justify his power under 
article 6, section 16, of the constitution of Arkansas, which I 
will quote in a few moments. 

I then wired the secretary of state of Arkansas, the Hon. 
Earl W. Hodges, requesting him to forward an authenticated 
copy of the record showing the action of the Arkansas Legis 
lature in this regard, and, if he desired, also a verified copy 
of the governor's alleged veto. I am in receipt of a telegram 
from him stating that the record has been forwarded and will 
be received here to-morrow. 

I also introduced in this House, for the purpose of testing the 
opinion of the House, in order that the alleged precedent might 
not go unchallenged, a resolution declaring, in effect, that the 
governor of a State has no power to -reto a ratification by the 
general assembly of a State of an amendment to the Federal 
Constitution. 

I admit, in the beginning, that in many instances governors of 
States have signed the resolutions of ratification. I admit that 
since this session of Congress began four States have reported 
ratification, and in three instances the resolutions appear to 
have been signed by the respective governors. But upon .that 
point it must be clear to any mind, especially to the mind of any 
lawyer, that the goyernor of a State ean not create for himself a 
power by the attempted exercise of that power. The executive 
approval is unnecessary, his Teto is void. 

I have introduced the following resolution, for the purpose of 
having this body express its opinion as to whether the veto 
power of the governor extends to the ratification of a.mend 
ments to the Federal Constitution : 

Resolved, That the article of amendment proposed by Congress to be 
added to the Constitution of the United States respecting an income 
tax, having been ratified by the Legislature of the State of Arkansas, 
was improperly submitted to the governor of that State, and it is hereby 
declru:ed that such action was unnecessary; that the approval by the 
governor of said State is not required to give effect to the ratification 
of said amendment; that the alleged Teto of sald governor is inoperative 
and is null and void; and that said amendment has been duly ratified 
by the legislature of sald State, notwithstanding said attempted veto. 

IMPORTANCE OF TH.El QUESTIO~. 

No one can be unmindful of the importance of this issue. 
If the Teto power of a governor is held to apply to the action 
of State legislatures in ratifying amendments to the Federal 
Constitution, it is manifest that the difficulty in adopting 
amendments is greatly increased if it be not rendered practi
cally impossible. The number of -rntes necessary to pass a 
measure over the governor's veto differs widely in the States. 
In some a simple majority is required; in others, as in Arkan
sas, a majority of all membern elected. In many of the States 
a two-thirds vote must be secured, while in some three-fifths 
must be obtained. There is no veto power in North Carolina. 
The issue is a new one. There is no precise precedent. The 
Supreme Court of the United States has never been called upon 
to determine the exact question here raised~ 

I maintain with confidence that the T"eto power of a governor 
has nothing to do with constitutional amendments; certainly 
it does not extend to the ratification of amendments to the 
Federal Constitution. The act of ratification is not a legisla
tive function in the proper sense of that term; that the act of 
ratification of a proposed amendment to the Federal Constitu
tion is a special and extraordinary power, arising solely under 
the fifth article of the Federal Constitution; that State con
stitutions and statutes can neither add to nor detract from this 
solitary source of power; that the constitution and the statute.i; 
of the State of Arkansas do not attempt, either expressly or 
impliedly, to modify, regulate, or restrict the power of the legis
lature to ratify proposed amendments to the Federal Constitu
tion· that if anything contained in the constitution or statutes 
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of Arkansas can be construed as an attempt to limit, restrict, 
control, or in any wise interfere with the power of the legis
lature derived from the Federal Constitution to ratify amend
ments to that instrument, it is void. That the State legisla
ture can not draw a legislative power from the Federal Gov
ernment and the power to ratify is beyond the control of the 
State. That the clause in the Arkansas constitution, under 
which the governor seeks to justify his exercise of the veto in 
this case, pro'\-iding that every order, reso11-tion, or vote re
quiring the concurrence of both houses of the general assem
bly shall be presented to the governor for his approval, and if 
vetoed re passed by a majority of· the members elected to both 
houses, relates to the exercise of legislative power proper by 
the general assembly, and does not extend to the power to 
ratify amendments to the Federal Constitution any more than 
the similar provision in the National Constitution, which is 
uniformly held to relate only to ordinary legislation. 

THE CONTROLLING PROVISIONS OF 'IHE CONSTITUTION. 

Article V of the Federal Constitution is as follows: 
The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both Houses shall deem it 

necessary, shall propose amendments to this Constitution, or, on the 
application of the legi latures of two-thirds of the several States shall 
call a convention for proposing amendments. which, in either case, shall 
be valid to all intents and pnrpos€:s, as part of this Constitution, when 
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States. or by 
conventions in three-fourths thereof, as the one or the other mode of 
ratification may be proposed by the Congress. * • • 

The power to propose amen_dments to the Constitution is 
clearly vested in " Congress " and requires the action of two
thir<ls of both Houses. Two methods of ratification are pro
vided namely, by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
State~ or by conventions in three-fourths thereof. It is compe
tent for Congress t-0 prescribe the method of ratification; that 
is to say, whether the proposed amendment shall be ratified by 
the legislatures or by conventions. 
· Article I, section 7, paragraph 3, of the Federal Constitution 
is as follows: 

Every order, resolution, or vote to which the concurrence of the 
Senate and House of Representatives may be necessary (except on a 
question of adjournment) shall be presented to the President of the 
United States, and before the same. shall take effect, shall be appro_ved 
by him or being disapproved by him, shall be repassed by two-thirds 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, according to the rules and 
liu;iitations prescribed in the case of a bill. ' 

A provision identical with this last paragraph is also con
tained in the Arkansas constitution as to the veto power of the 
governor and the passage of measures, except that the Arkansas 
constitution provides that a majority of all the members elected 
to both houses of the general assembly may pass a measure 
over the governor's veto, instead of two-thirds of a quorum, as 
required to pass a measure through Congress over the Presi
dent's veto. The provision in the Arkansas constitution, how
ever, is perhaps not material 

It could not affect amendments to the Federal C-Onstitution, 
because the manner of their adoption is prescribed and gov
erned solely by the Federal Constitution. If it were competent 
for the States to control this, as many different and conflicting 
methods might be provided as the whole number of States in 
the Union and endless confusion would arise. Besides, this 
would be ~ontrary to the fundamental principles of our Govern
ment. That the States can not modify the manner of submit
ting or ratifying amendments to the National Constitution 
seems clear. It follows that no provision in the constitution 
or statutes of a State in conflict with the Federal Constitution 
relating to the submission or adoption of amendments to the 
fundamental law can be effective. As a matter of fact and of 
law there is nothing in the constitution or statutes of Arkan
sas 

1

which either expressly or impliedly add to or detract from 
or in any wise modify Article V of the Federal Constitution, 
which has been quoted: 

The power of a S~ate legislatur~ to participate. in amend!ng the Fed
eral Constitution ensts only by vll'tue of a special grant m that Con
stitution. It is a power which it could not assume µnder any notion 
of a general right to legislate, for that right is confined within State 
limits and to the enactment of ordinary laws. An act of Congress. 
even, would not give it the power. The power, moreover, can not be 
enlarged by implication or by reason of any supposed but unexpressed 
intention of those who granted it, but must be strictly pursued. So, 
when the State legislature bas dol1e the act or thing which the power 
contemplated and authorized-when the power bas been exercised-it, 
ipso facto, cea es to exist, unless it be one of the terms of the grant 
that it shall continue with a. view to its further exercise, which in this 
case is not pretended. * • . • (Jameson on Const. Amendments, 4th 
ed., p. 631, sec. 583; In re senate, File 31, 25 N~br., p. 877; Koehler 
et al. v. Hill, 60 Iowa, 558; Green 11. Weller, 32 Miss., 650.) 

This eminent text-writer seems to express the accepted doc
trine on this subject. February 22, 1870, in a debate in the 
Senate arising over the question as to whether the Legislature 

of New York, having once ratified the fifteenth amendment, 
could subsequently rescind its action, Senator Conkling said: 

To see- the question clearly, and to see it all, is to see the answer 
also. The ratification of a constitutional amendment is not the exercise 
of legislative power derived from the people of a State. It ls not a 
power reserved by the States or inherent in the States; it is a specific 
function derived entirely from the Constitution of the United States. 
This is its origin. What is its nature and extent? It is the option to 
do or not to do a given thing. 

In the course of the same debate he said, referring to the 
power to amend the Federal Constitution: 

In the case before us the power from the beginning is wholly differ
ent. It is an artificial and limited power. It is a special function 
delegated in few and restricted words. It is a chartered permission, an 
elective opportunity. Conferred by an enabling clause of the Constitu
tion, it can draw to its aid nothing from other sources and nothing of 
intendment, even from its solitary source. * • * The whole truth 
lies in the statement that the Constitution does give the power to ratify 
and does not give the power to cancel a ratification. This absence 
of power ls fatal · to the attempt to undo a. ratification, whether the at
tempt be made before three-fourths ·of the States have ratified an amend
ment or afterwards. At all times such an attempt is usurpation, not 
because it is unreasonable, not because it is inexpedient, not because it 
is illogical, but because it is unauthorized, because no warrant for it 
exists. 

The whole process of adding to or taking from the organic law of the 
Nation is from its inception special and peculiar. The submission of 
amendments by Congress is not the exercise of legislative power. 
• • • On the contrary, the whole right and authority in the case 
begins and ends with the fifth article of the Constitution. (Cong. Globe, 
Feb. 22, 1870, pp. 1477-1478.) 

This applies with equal force to the question now under con
sideration. The position taken by Senator C-Onkling was not 
controverted, but was specifically approYed by others who re
plied to his argument on other questions. 

Senator Davis of Kentucky said: 
I agree with the honorable Senator from New York that the power of 

a State to ratify an amendment to the Constitution of the nited States 
is not a legislative power. It is an extraordinary, special, and unique 
power; it exists wholly and solely by the words which created It, the 
words of the Federal Constitution, and it Is to be exercised as it is there 
organized, and in no other mode. (Cong. Globe, Feb. 22, 1870, p. 1479.) 

Thus it is clear that the State legislatures can not derive a 
power to legislate from the Federal Constitution. Since the 
power to ratify amendments to the Federal Constitution must be 
derived solely from that instrument itself, the act of ratification 
is not properly a legislative function, but is in the nature of a 
special and extraordinary function, the exercise of which is 
authorized and governed solely bS' the Federal Constitution. 
The act of proposing an amendment to the Federal Constitution 
by the Congress, and the act of ratifying the same by the legis
latures of the several States, or by conventions, is not a bill, nor 
is it an order or resolution, within the meaning of the Constitu
tion, requiring the approval of the executive. Such provisions 
relate to the ordinary cases of legislation and have nothing 
whatever to do with the proposition or adoption of amendments 
to the Constitution, (Willoughby on the Constitution, p. 520, 
s~. 226.) 

This doctrine found unmodified expression and unqualified 
assertion in a decision by the Supreme Court of the United 
States, February term, 1798, in the case of Hollingsworth et al. 
v. Virginia { 3 Dall., 378), For more than a century this has 
been the accepted doctrine. In the Hollingsworth case the ques
tion as to whether the eleventh amendment had been legally 
submitted was directly before the court. The proposition to sub
mit the amendment had passed both Houses, but had not been 
approved by the President, and it was claimed that the amend
·ment was therefore void. The court unqualifiedly held that the 
President's approval was unnecessary, that his veto applies only 
to the ordinary cases of legislation, and that he has nothing to 
do with the proposition or adoption of amendments to the Consti
tution. The doctrine of this case has been unquestioned for more 
than a century and finds almost unbroken support in the deci
sions of the presiding officers of this body and of the Senate. 
(Hinds' Parliamentary Precedents, vol. 5, sec. 7040, p. 1016.) 

On February 25, 1869, in the third session of the Fortieth 
Congress (Globe, p. 1563), the Speaker, in a case involving this 
identical point, held that, notwithstanding the provisions of 
.Article I, section 7, .paragraph 3, requiring that every order, 
resolution, or vote in which the concurrence of both Houses of 
the Congress may be necessary, and so forth, shall be presented 
to the President, and so forth, citing the precedent of the 
Senate of the United States in 1803, relating to the amendment 
concerning the mode of electing a President and Vice President, 
and the Hollingsworth case from which I have quoted, also a 
case arising in 1865 in which a resolution very similar to that 
which I have introduced was under consideration in the Senate, 
held that the question is settled, not only by the practice of 
Congress, but by a decision of the Supreme Court of the United. 
States. A resolutfon to the effect that the antislavery amend
ment, Article XIII, was improperly submitted to the President 
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for his approval, and that such approval was unnecessary, was 
agreed to without division. (Jameson on Constitutional Con-
"Ventions, p. 517.) -

The analogy between the Hollingsworth case and the question 
there determined and the issue here presented is striking. 

The power to propose amendments is \ested in Congress. The 
power to ratify amendments is vested by the Constitution in the 
legislatures of the se"'feral States or conventions thereof called 
by Congress. The executive veto does not apply to the propo
sition of amendments by Congress, and there is no reason in 
principle why the executive \eto of the governoi- should apply to 
the ratification of amendments. 

EJ'ren if the provisions in the Arkansas constitution, to which 
reference has been made, are applicable, they are substantially 
the same as those in the Federal Constitution, and if, as all the 
authorities show, these pronsions do not extend to the Presi
dent's l'eto, which is expressly created and authorized by the 
Federal Constitution, by no stretch of legal fancy can they ba 
held to authorize the yeto of the executive of a State who 
deri'ves his power not from the Federal Government, but from 
the constitution and laws of the State itself. This would seem 
conclusi"re, even if the governor be considered a component part 
of the legislature and \ested with the power of ratification. It 
could not be held by any fair construction that the constitution 
authorized his veto. 

The veto power of the governor is not derh-ed from the Fed
eral Constitution, but since the provision relating to ratification 
is a special authority conferred by. the Federal Government on 
the legislature of the State, it must be construed strictly. 
l\othing can be written into it. Nothing can be added to it or 
taken from it. It does not refer to the veto power, and I think 
it is clear that the governor has nothing to do with the rati
fication of amendments. E"'fen if such were the case, it could 
not be held that he has the implied power to veto, which is a 
very different thing in this connection from the power to 
ratify. 

THE GOVER~OR IS NOT A COMPONENT PA.RT OF THE LEGISLATURE. 

It appears conclusively that the President is not a component 
part of Congress in the sense of Article V of the Federal Con
stitution prescribing the manner of proposing and ratifying 
amendments to that instrument. This is conclush-ely settled. 
The President has nothing to do with the proposition of 
amenaments to the Constitution. It is clear, also, that since 
the power of ratification is not a legislative function, and arises 
solely under the Federal Constitution, and can draw "nothing 
to its aid from other sources and nothing of intendment from 
its solitary source," the approval of a governor is unneces
·sary to effect ratification, and his veto is void unless it ap
pears clearly that the governor is embraced within the word 
"legislature." It has been held in a closely analogous case 
that the President is not a part of Congress. It is true that in 
one sense the lawmaking power of a State embraces its go•
ernor, because he has the power of apprm·al or veto concerning 
ordinary legislation. It is also and equally true that the 
President is a part of the lawmaking power of the Nation. He 
t0-0, has the power of approval and of veto over ordinary legis
lation passed by Congress. In the ordinary acceptation of the 
terms, the President is :no part of Congress, and it is only 
when Congress is referred to as the lawmaking power that the 
President can be impliedly embraced. The same rule applies to 
the use of the word "legislature." It does not include the 
chief executirn of a State except in the same sense that the 
word " Congress" sometimes includes the Chief Executive of 
the Nation. So it by no means follows that the word "legis
lature" in Article V means the general assembly and the gov
ernor. The word "legislature" in the Federal Constitution 
usually means the general assembly of a State and excludes its 
chief executive. 

. ART. I, SEC. 2. * • • und the electors in each State shall have 
the qualifications requisite for electors of the most numerous branch 
of the State legislature. 

Here the governor is excluded. 
ART. I, SEC. 31 PAR. 32. The Senate of the United States shall be 

composed of Senators from each State, chosen by the legislature 
thereof • • • 

The language in this paragraph is almost identical with that 
used in Article V. No one ever claimed that the goTernor had 
the right to approve the election of u United States Senator or 
to 'leto the action of a legislature in choosing a Senator. 

AnT. I, SEC. 3, r.u. 34. • • * and if -vacancies hn.pp~n by resig
nation or otherwise during the recess of the leglslature of any State, 
the executi e thereof may make temporary appointments. * "' • 

Ko argument is required to sllow that the word H legislature" 
r.s here used excludes the governor and means the general 
assembly. 1 

Under Article I, section 4, authorizing the State legislature 
to prescribe the times, place, and manner of holding elections 
for Senators and Representatives, it is perhaps competent for 
the general assembly to fix t.he time, place, and manner of 
holding elections without the approval by the governor, unless 
it chooses to exercise its legislative power by the passage of 
a bill. The word "legislature" as used in this paragraph has 
been held to embrace a constitutional conyention as well as a 
general assembly. It has even been held that a State constitu
tion can not control the State legislature -in the exercise of its 
power under this section of the Federal Constitution. 

Article IV, section 4, 11scs the word "legislature" in a sense 
which excludes the governor-
• • • and on application of the legislature, or of the executive 
(when the legislature can not be convened) • • • 

It is used in the same sense in Article VI, paragraph 3, sec
tion 228: 

The Senators nnd Representntives before mentioned, and the members 
of the several State legislatures, and all executive and judicial officers, 
both of the United States and of the several States, shall be bound by 
oath or affirmation to support this Constitution; • • • 

The word " legislature" as used in the amendments hereto
fore adopted to the Constitution refers to the general assembly 
ana excludes the go¥ernor. 

Article XIV, section 2, relating to apportionment, says: 
But when the right to vote at any election for the choice of electors 

for President and Vice President of the United States, Representatives 
in Congress, the execuUrn and judicial officers of a State, or the mem· 
bers of the legislature thereof is denied to any of the male inhabitants 
of such State * * * 

This expressly excludes the goTernor from the meaning of the 
word "legislature." The same is true of section 3 of the same 
article, relating to disabilities of Senators, Representati\es, and 
electors-- -
who having previously taken an oath as a Member of Congress, or as 
an officer of the United States, or as a member of any State legislature, 
or as an executive or judicial officer of :my State * * • 

If the word " legislature" is used in the Constitution or in any 
of its amendments so as to mean the legislatirn power or law
making machinery of a State and to include the goyernor, it is 
perhaps in Article II, section 16S, where express power is 
granted to appoint in such manner as the legislature thereof 
may direct, a number of electors. Under that the legislature 
usually proceeds by the passage of a bill. It is by no means 
clear that it might not proceed e¥en under this grant of power 
independent of the governor in some other way than by the 
passage of a bill 

It is therefore clear that the word "legislature" as used in 
the Fedel'al Constitution generally, if not always, means the 
general assembly of a State and excludes the go'\ernor. It is 
well to remember, in this connection, that the go-vernor is not, 
properly speaking, a legislati're officer. That while he some
times performs quasi legislative acts in the apprornl of meas
ures or in the exercise of the Teto, this in only a special sense 
constitutes him a part of the legislature. 

The word "legislature" has been held (State v. Gear, 5 
Ohio Dec., 569) to be synonymous with the words " general 
assembly." 

In Brooks v. Fisher ( 4 L. R. A., 429, 79 Cal., 173) it was held 
that the word " legislature " as used in the California con
stitution, providing that the charters of cities shall be sub
mitted to the legislature for its approval or rejection, and if 
approved by a majority l'ote of the members of each house it 
shall become effective, does not include the goyernor, as he is 
not in fact a part of the legislature. In this ca .. e the court dis
tinguished between the legislature and the lawmnking power. 

That the governor is not a legislative officer and 1s Yested 
with only quasi legislative powers in the sense of tLe constitu
tion of Arkansas is clear from that instrument itself, although 
it is also probably true that the word "legislature" is fre
quently used to include the entire la"°'making power. Constitu
tion of Arkansas, article 5, section 1, declares: 

The legislative powers of this State shall be >ested in a general 
assembly, which shall consist of the senate and house of representatives. 

The power of approval and of "'feto is not strictly a legislative 
power. But this, I think, sufficiently discloses that Article V, 
providing that an amendment may be ratified by the legisla
tures of three-fourths of the Stutes, uses the word "legislature" 
in the sense in which it is usually used in the Constitution, 
and does not require the approval of the go-rnrnor to effect the 
ratification. 
THB SAME GE'NERAL IlULB APPLIES TO THE Al\IEXD;ll~-.r OF STATE CON

STITUTIONS-THE GOVERKOR'S Al'PROVAL IS RARELY :-""ECESS.A..RI'. 

Most of the State constitutions contain provisions authorizing 
the legislature to submit for the ratification of the \Oters con
stitutional amendments. Except in some instances where the 
passage of formal bills is required under peculiar provisions 
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of State constitutions, or has occurred, it has never been held 
that the governor's approval is nece ary or that his veto 
is valid. The governor of Arkansas.has no power to either veto 
propositions submitting constitutional amendments or the ratifi
cation qf the same by the voters. This is true both as to amend
ments submitted to the voters by the general assembly of the 
State and amendments which may hereafter be initiated by 
the voters themselves under the constitutional amendment re
cently adopted authorizing the initiative and referendum·. 

While, of cour e, the governor could not exercise the veto 
power as to amendments to the Federal Constitution under any 
authority, express or implied, derh·ed from the constitution or 
the statutes of the State, still it may not be improper to observe 
that as to Arkansas there is no provision in either which seeks 
to authorize him to veto an amendment to either the Federal 
Constitution or the State constitution. 

The governor of Kentucky, l\Iarch 1, 1865, in a message to the 
general assembly relating to the antislavery amendment to the 
constitution, which had been rejected by the legislature of that 
State and submitted to him, expressed tbe opinion that executive 
action is not required in such cases, and that the action of the 
legislature was complete without his approval; that his veto 
or dissent would accomplish nothing. He also asserted the 
doctrine, which is now generally accepted, that until ratified 
the question would remain open; that nothing but ratification 
forecloses the right of action. 

" When ratified," all power is expended. Until " ratified" the 
right to ratify remains. ' 

He advanced the opinion that the governor was not embraced 
in the authority authorized to ratify, namely, the "legislature." 

Jameson on Constitutional Com·entions and Willoughby on 
the Constitution recognize the distinction as to the veto power 
between acts which are not legislative in nature and those which 
result from the exercise of the legislative power proper. 

In State ex rel Morris v. Secretary of State ( 43 La. Ann. 
Repts., p. 500), in a voluminous and well-considered decision 
it was held, following the doctrine of the United States Suprem~ 
Court in the Hollingsworth case, that a provision in the consti
tution of Louisiana relating to the veto power of the gozernor 
identical with that contained in that of the Federal Constitu~ 
tion as to the veto power of the President, and identical with 
that contained in the Arkansas constitution, except as to the 
number of votes necessary to pass a resolution, order or vote 
requiring the concurrence of both houses, only applie~ to ordi
nary legislation, and does not apply to constitutional amend
ments. In Louisiana the veto can only be overcome by a two
thirds vote of the members, while in Arkansas the number re
quired is a majority of both houses elected and qualified. 

At page 649 the court said : 
Our conclusion is that the signature of the governor to the propo

sition for the amendment to the constitution under discussion ie not 
required by the constitution, and that his disapproval of it did not 
affect its validity. . 

Another equally conclusive case, Commonwealth v. Griest 
(196 Pa. Stat., 396), announced the same doctrine, strongly ap
proving the Louisiana case above referred to, and cited in re 
Senate File No. 31, Twenty-fifth Nebraska, page 864; Green v. 
Weller, Thirty-second l\fississippi, page 650; and Koehler v. Hill 
Sixtieth Iowa, page 543; quoting with approval the last opinion~ 

It will be conceded that under our constitution It is unnecessary to 
submit a proposition to amend the constitution, only passed by each 
branch of the legislature, to the governor for his approval as such 
proposition is not ordinary legislation. ' 

In the ·Griest case (196 Pa. Stat.) the court said that the 
go-vernor had no authority to approve or disapprove of the 
proposed amendment, and therefore his action in withholding 
his approval was void. The constitution of Pennsylvania was 
identical with that of the Federal Government and of the 
State of Arkansas, requiring every order, resolution, or vote 
of the two houses to be submitted to the governor. It was 
expressly held that this applied to the lawmaking power in 
its usual sense and not to constitutional amendments. 

The only ca e sometimes cited as in conflict with this doc
trine, Hatch v. Stoneman (66 Cal., 632), is clearly distinguished 
in the Griest case. In the California case referred to it was 
held that while propositions for amendments passed' by the 
senate or assembly by two-thirds of all the members elected 
to each ~ouse di~. not require the governor's approval, under 
the peculiar prov1s1on of the California constitution the amend
ment could only be submitted to the people by · a law to that 
effect, and in the enactment of the law the governor's ~proval 
is necessary. 

Warfield v. Vandiver (101 Md., 78) is likewise conclusive. 
The court stated the issue as follows: 

The primary and fnnuarnental question is this: Does a. proposal to 
amend the constitution, after having been adopted by the general as-

sembly in accordance with the provisions of article 14 require the 
approval of the executive, or must it be passed over bts veto if he 
disapproves it? 

In this case it was contended at great length that the gen
eral assembly includes the executive; that the legislature of 
1~4 had proceeded to submit the question by bill, which re
qmred the governor's signature, and that the mere fact that the 
same number authorized to pass a bill, three-fifths of the mem
bers of each house, is also authorized to repass it over the gov
ernor's veto was immaterial; and that in New York, if the 
form of the proposal is a resolution, it is not submitted to the 
?o-rnrnor, but if by bill, it is submitted; and that the practice 
m ~Iinnesota and Michigan is to present amendments, accom
pamed by clauses submitting them to the people in a single act, 
to the governor for his approval; and that, as a matter of fact, 
the legislature had combined the proposed amendment with 
the method of submission-for all these reasons the governor's 
signature of approval is required. The court said: 

In every jurisdiction where the right of the President of the United 
State~ a~d of the governor of a State to sign or to veto a proposed 
c~nstituhoI>;al amendm~nt bas been drawn in question the courts have, 
without a smgle exception, denied the existence of such a right (p. 116). 

Further: 
The thirteenth amendment to the Federal Constitution was by inad

vertence submitted to the President, but when it was learned that this 
had been done a resolution was introduced in the Senate asserting that 
such pre entation was improper and unnece ary and that it ought to 
be so declared in order that it might not thereafter be treated as a 
precedent. 

From all these authorities, and from the very nature of the 
subject, I reach the conclusion that the action of the governor 
of Arkansas in attempting to veto the ratification of the income
tax amendment is a nullity, and that tbe ratification is effective 
in so far as Arkansas is concerned in spite of the pretended 
veto. 

Only the profound interest which I feel in this subject bas 
prompted me to present the matter at such great length. The 
people of the United States believe that there should be a 
power in the Federal Government to · levy an income tax. 
Aside from my own personal convictions on the subject, which 
are emphatic and uncompromising, I believe that when public 
opinion has been well matured on any question it is our duty 
to give expression and effect to that opinion, and certainly 
unless a moral objection is conscientiously felt. 

It is well known and almost universally recognized that the 
decision of the United States Supreme Court holding unconsti
tutional the attempt to collect an income tax by the Govern
ment was and is a distinct disappointment to the country. That 
decision did not increase the great respect generally felt for our 
highest judicial tribunal. It is regarded by many eminent law
yers as in conflict with both precedent and policy, and in some 
sense as a usurpation of legislative power by the judiciary. 
Congress recognized that public opinion concerning this ques
tion was well matured when we submitted the amendment for 
ratification . . For 15 years sentiment throughout the country in 
favor of the adoption of such an amendment has been gatherin~ 
volume and crystallizing. Arkansas has not lagged. She has not 
followed. She has rather led in this advance. In my opinion 
90 per cent of the people of that State are unqualifiedly in favor 
of the amendment and would vote to ratify it 1.f the same could 
be submitted to them. I conceive it to be my duty as a Member 
of this body to do all that is in my power to make effective 
their desire to amend our Federal Constitution so that the 
wealth of the Nation may not remain immune from responsibility 
in defraying the expenses of our Government. This duty is an 
agreeable one, because of my personal convictions well matured 
that the amendment is wise and its adoption ~ecessary, and 
because of the repeated platform declarations of my party in 
favor of it. 

In justice to the governor of my State it is fair to say that he 
justifie , or seeks to justify, his veto on the ground that the 
condition of the State treasury makes it neces ary and desirabfo 
that Arkansas levy an income tax, and that it is impracticable 
to levy such a tax for both State and national purposes. 

While I have no objection to the exerci e by the States of the 
power to levy a tax on incomes, and do not feel that grantin.,. the 
Federal Government this power by the adoption of the prop~sed 
amendment necessarily precludes any State from availing itself 
of revenue from incomes, I am convinced that if a choice mu t 
be made, which I do not concede, it is preferable that the power 
be exercised by the Federal Government. 

A State can not effectively tax incomes of citizens where the 
s?m:ce of the income, as frequently occurs, is beyond the juris
diction of the State. It is only through the Federal power that 
great incomes can probably be reached and made to yield fair 
tribute. This is h·ue for two reasons. First, in the States 
which are' the sources of the greatest incomes influences ex-

< 
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erted by -those enjoying the incomes will probably prevail to pre
vent the levy of the tax. A State like New York, for instance, 
would be slow to levy an income tax, especially when other 
localities which are the centers of great wealth decline to do so 
and remain beyond the reach of its jurisdiction. For it must be 
known to everyone that if New York levied an income tax and 
New Jersey refused to do so, much of the wealth of the first 
State would be removed to the second, and the inevitable result 
would be still greater concentration of wealth in the States de
clining to levy the tax. This is too obvious to require argu. 
ment; it is quite self-evident. 

Experience has not justified the theory that taxation of ~n
comes by States is preferable to national taxation of incomes. 
As stated by the Saturday Evening Post of June 3, 1911, five 
States, and only five, now have income-tax laws. In 1910 Vir
ginia collected a little more than $100,000; North Carolina's an
nual receipts from the income tax is less than $40,000; South 
Carolina receives but $11,000; while Oklahoma obtains but about 
$3,000. Massachusetts' revenue from the income tax levied un
der her laws is inconsiderable. It therefore seems clear that 
in practicable benefits a Federal income tax is to be chosen 
rather than one collected under State law, if either is to be 
excluded. 

At an early future day I shall ask this House to consider and 
adopt the resolution declaring in effect that the governor-of a 
State has no power whatever to veto the ratification _of an 
amendment to the Federal Constitution. The question is too 
important; the precedent might be too far-reaching and endur
ing to permit it to go unchallenged. [Loud applause.] 

1\fr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re

sumed the chair, l\Ir. ALLEN, Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com
mittee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 11019) to 
reduce the duties on wool and the manufactures of wool, and 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 
Ur. BOWMAN, by unanimous consent, was given leave of ab

sence for five days, on account of important business. 
Mr. POWERS, by unanimous consent, was given leave of ab

sence indefinitely, on account of the serious illness of his mother. 
STEEL-TRUST INVESTIGATION. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the following resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House resolution 199. 

Resolved, That there shall be printed 10,000 extra copies of testimony 
taken in each of the hearings before the special committee appointed 
under House resolution 148 to investigate violations of the antitrust act 
of 1890, and other acts. 

Mr. :MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
will say that I am not at all sure that the resolution will effect 
the purpose the gentleman desires. The law provides that the 
House by simple resolution may order printing to the extent of 
not over $500. 

Mr. STANLEY. This will not- exceed that. 
Mr. MANN. The gentleman assumes that each day's hearings 

are under a separate order. Here is one order for a great many 
hearings. It will not take long to get more than $500. I shall 
not object to the resolution, whether it is effective or not. 

I sympathize with the efforts that the gentleman from Ken
tucky has made in connection with the new Joint Committee on 
Printing. I myself took some time to-day on the subject, but 
unfortunately found the chairman on the House side was not 
present. I do not blame him for that. The clerk of his com
mittee was not present. I do not blame him for that. I did 
get hold, finally, of the clerk of the joint committee, and found, 
apparently, that they had adopted a policy, contrary to the prac
tice and authority of the law, for the purpose of forcing the 
House to pass resolutions for printing. -It has been the custom 
under the law where a committee had hearings to order the 
bearings printed to the extent of 1,000 copies, which is the 
authority of the original committee, and the joint committee, on 
request, would order additional copies printed, the limit being 
$200 in each case. The practice at the other end of the Capitol 
has been that some Senator would ask for the passage of a 
simple Senate resolution for printing. The practice in the House 
has been to follow the law, leaving to the joint jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Printing to say as to the number of addi
tional copies which were required. That practice, which has 
been followed in the House in the past, has been the economical 
practice. The practice which the House will now be forced to 
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resort to under this apparent ruling of the Joint Committee on 
Printing will be that we will be forced to pass resolutions for 
printing, and in such cases will almost invariably pass resolu
tions to print a larger number than are actually required. In 
this case the proposition is to print 10,000 copie~ of each of these 
hearings. I imagine that 5,000 copies of those in the end will be 
sold as waste paper, yet the gentleman from Kentucky [A.fr. 
STANLEY], in presenting the resolution, knowing there is a great 
demand for these hearings, can not estimate in advance the 
number of copies which will be required, while if the Joint Com
mittee on Printing would perform its functions it could order a 
sufficient number to-day, and if additional copies were required 
a week or a month from now, can order them then from plates 
which are preserved in the Printing Office. 

Mr. STANLEY. If the gentleman wishes, I will be perfectly 
willing to have him amend this resolution, so that it would say 
not to exceed 10,000 copies. I do not want to print more than is 
necessary to satisfy the demand. 

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will yield-
The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STANLEY. Certainly. 
Mr. GARRETT. I would like to ask the gentleman what the 

demand has been? 
Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wrote a circular letter to 

each Member of the House-I had had so many of these re
quests-asking each Member to tell me what number of these 
hearings they cared for. A few requested less than 8 or 10, 
and any number of them requested 40 or 50, and some wanted to 
have a hundred or two. Of course, I could not send that ri:tany. 

Mr. MANN. I take it those requests do not cut much figure, 
because the man who requests 50 or 100 copies of these hearings 
soon will be throwing them in the wastebasket. 

. Mr. STANLEY. I am not going to send that number to any
body. 

Mr. MANN. The proper method for the gentleman to pursue 
is to take a list and send them according to the list sent to his 
committee, which has the facilities for doing that; but if the 
joint committee _ were performing its functions under the law 
it could order under the estimate which I had made at the 
Printing Office 8,000 or 9,000 copies of these hearings each day, 
if required, or it could order less at one time or more at a later 
time. It is possible that .the House is as nearly abolished as it 
can be, but apparently we are absolutely under the thumb of 
the distinguished gentleman who is the chairman of the Joint 
Committee on Printing. 

Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STANLEY. Certainly. 
Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Printing 

Committee, the minority member, I feel it only just to repeat 
what the gentleman from Illinois has said, and that is that 
the two majority members of that committee happened to be 
absent at their homes; and I am of the opinion, rather than 
that there is any disposition on the part of that committee, 
joint or otherwise, to assume any prerogatives not belonging 
to them, that his failure, or the failure of the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY], to have the proper number of those 
hearings is due to the absence of these gentlemen, and I am 
certain that upon their return there will be no delay in furnish
ing the House with whatever printing is desired which will be 
within the law and common sense and reason. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, if I may be permitted one more 
suggestion, it would be that the trouble is not due to the ab
sence of the majority members of the Committee on Printing 
from the House. at all. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. STANLEY. Certainly. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the 

gentleman a question. How are these hearings to be dis
tributed? 

Mr. STANLEY. By the comillittee. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. Upon the request of .Members or by 

any rule? 
Mr. STANLEY. If a Member sends in a request for hearings, 

I will send them to him ; or I will say this, if Members of the 
House will send me a list of the persons that want these hear
ings, I will send them under their frank; and if I find there 
is not a demand for all of these hearings, that any of them are 
accumulating, I wiJl myself either introduce a resolution ask-
ing that the number be decreased or will suggest to the Printer 
that he do not print so many. I have no objection to having 
the resolution amended to, say, not to exceed 10,000. 

Mr. MANN. Oh, I 'assume the gentleman does not need to 
order 10,000 if he does not want them. 
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Mr. STAl"'ffiEY. I shall not order one copy, more than there PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND .MEMORIALS, 
ls a positive demand for. · Under clause 3 of Rule :xxrr, bills, resolutions, and memo--

1\Ir. CLARK of Florida. I was going to suggest this resQltt- rials were introduced and se-verally referred as follows : 
tl-0n provides only for the printing of about 25 ropies for eaeh By Mr. MORRISON: A bill (H. R. 11412) granting pensi~ni; 
l\fember of the House I believ.e that is true~ is it n.ot'l to certain persons on account of military and naval service 

Mr. STANLEY. Yes. rendered to the> United States; t<> the Committee on favalld 
.Mr. CLARK of Florida., Does- not the gentleman think thp.t · Pensions. 

the average Member will want more cop-ies than that to dJ.S- Alsoi, a bill (H. R. 11413) to provide for the payment of serv· 
tribute among his constituents'l ice pensions to tlle soldiers and enlisted men of the Navy and 

Mr. STANLEY. I hardly know. There has been a demand Marine Corps who serTed during the Civil War; to the Com
for mo.re than that,. but I believe- that as the hearings ~rogress mittee on Invalid Pensions. 
that this demand will not be so great. I would hesitate to By .Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A l>fil (H. R. 11414) to estab
print over 25 copies to a Member- and tak& the chan<;e of having_ lish a mining experiment station at Silverton, San Juan County, 
them accumulate somewhere. Colo., to aid in the development of the mineral resources of 

lli. CLARK of Florida. Jnst one more question. D~es the the United States, and for other purposes; to the Committ eon 
gentleill!lll inten~ or is it the purpose of the committee--- Mines and Mining. 
these are daily hearings.? Also, a bfll (H. R. 11415) ro establish a mine rescue- station 

l\Ir. STANLEY. Yes. and an expeciment station for analyzing and testing coals, lig-
1\Ir CLARK of Florida..c After the hearings are concluded, nite and mineral substances in western Colom.do-; to the Com

is it the purpose of the committee to ask ~hat u certa~ ~um'l?er mittee on Mines and Mining. 
of bound yolumes of the hearings be prmted for distribution Also, a bm (H. R. 11416) providing that any person who 
a.mong Members2 . has heretofore made a homestead entry 01~ entries and has 

l\Ir. STAl~LEY. I know of no purpose of the comnuttee one failed from any cause to perfect his title to any lands embraced' 
way or the ether. We have never talked about ~t, l\fy per- in such entry or entries may make a further homestead entry; 
sonal opinion is that bound copies of the heaL'mgs are com- to the Committee on the PubliC' Lands. 
paratively useless, except a fe.w copies to keep as archives and Also a bill (H. R. 11417) allowing a seconcI homestead entry 
as a record. These eopies. are like the duily paper-the people in cerhi.in cases· to the Committee on the Public Lands. 
want to see what these witnesses said before the- c.o:mi:iittee. By Mr. POwERS: A. bill (H. R. 11418) to amend an act 
This investigation. hns attracted ai good deal of attention m the entitled "'An act to establish a code of laws for the District 
papers. The magazines, the newspapers, the boards of trade, of Columbia " and o-ther acts· to the Committee on the District 
and things of that kind write to. me. and ask to be put on of Columbia: ' 
the list and to send them those hearmgs as they aPP.ear. I By l\Ir. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 11419) to issue patent to 
believe they will be of interest to the people generallY_r like aD.y land in the public domain not otherwise appropriated to snr
paper, and they will be read by the people who receive them~ vivin"' soldiers of the late Civil War who were honorably dis~ 
but I believe ii we should bind th~ up--0f course you can send charg~ therefrom, and for- other pm-poses; to the Committe& 
them to some fellow as a comp~ent, but they .will n-ever be on the Public Lands. 
read and ser-ve the purpose for which theJ:" we.re mtended: Also, a bill (H. R. 11420) allowing patent to persons who 

l\Ir. CLARK of Florida. I want to say this: I have m. my ha"te made entry of lands under the desert-land act or home
district 18 counties. If I send only one copy of !hese he~lll:gs stead act, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
to a cormty it would only leave seven. I ha.ve m my district Publie Lands. 
some sixty-odd newspapers. Each one of those newspapers Also, a bill (H. R. 11421) providing for the constJuction of 
would unquestiona.bly like to have a eopy ot those hearmgs. a public well at Willard, N. Mex.; to the Committee on A.ppro-
1 sha.11 not object to the request. of the gentleman, but I c.er- priatioD.sr 
ta.inly shall obiect if the numbe:r 1S to be reduced. I would like By Mr. DENT: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 115) directing 
to ee it increased. . the Interstate Commerce Commission to investigate and report 

l\Ir. S'rANLEY~ I ~de it as sm3:ll as possible. I figured on on the use of the Andrew safety appliance upon railway trains 
it, and if anybody '!ill take the time and knew the C!-e~nd engaged in interstate commerce; to the Committee on Inter
made upon the comnuttee th~Y. would see that 10,000 .eop1e~ lS a state and Foreign Commerce. 
\ery reasonable request.. I will say here those copies will be' By Mr. ESCH: Memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin 
distributed by the committee and I shall not send more th8;n a asking that Alaska be granted a Territorial form of govern-
single copy to n..ny Member of th~ ~ouse, unless he requests it. ment; to the Committee on the Territories. 

The SPEAKER. Is there obJect1on 'l [After a pause.] The Also, memorial from Legislature of Wisconsin requesting the 
Chair hears non~. . calling of a convention of the several States for the purpose- of 

The question was taken,. and the resolubon was agr~ to. proposing amendments to the Constitution of the United States; 
ADJOURNMENT. to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speakeri I move that the House 00 Also, memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin asking that 
Congress take proper steps toward a constitutional amendment 

no~!~~~~ was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 24 providing for initiative, referendum, and recall; to the Coro-
t t S t mittee on the Judiciary. 

minutes p. m.) the House adjourned to mee o-morrow,., a ur- Also memorial from the Legislature of Wisconsin asking that 
day, June 10, 1911, at 12 o'clock noon.. Congr~s take proper steps for the adoption of an amendment 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 

from the consideration of the following bills, which were re
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 8552) granting a pension to Mary Reilly; q<>m
mittee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the- Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 8695) granting a pension to Andrew Brande
berry · Committee on Pensions disc.barged, and referred. to the 
Comnrlttee on Invalid Pensions. 

A. bill (H. R. 8836) granting a pension to Will H. Carpenter; 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 11338) granting a pension to Daniel w. Setzer; 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged,, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 9618) granting an increase of pension to John C. 
Caldwell; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 0032) granting an increase of pension to Henry 
B. Hoffman; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

to the Federal Constitution providing that such Constitution 
may hereafter be amended by the initiative; to the Committee 
on the- Judiciary. 

By l\Ir. l\IAGUmE· of Nebraska : A memorial from the ~gis
la.ture of Nebraska requesting the- passage of a bill giving to 
surviving soldiers who served 90 days or more in the actual 
serviee in the Indian wars from 1865 to 1883 the same pen ions 
accorded to those who served in our other wars; to the Com
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BERGER: A. memorial from the Legislatnr~ of Wis· 
consin requesting the calling of a con\ention of the se\eral 
States for the purpose of proposing amendments to the Constitu
tion of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary~ 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By l\lr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 11422) granting a pension 

to Epifanio A. Crespin; to the Committee on Inrnlid Pensions. 
By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 11423) gra~ting 

an increase of pension to l\Iarcus L. Weeks; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 
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By Mr. COOPER: A bill (H. R. 11424) granting a pension to By Mr. UTTER: A bill (H. R. 11462) granting an increase 

Sarah Peters; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. of pension to Lucy Boycan; to the Committee on Invalid 
Also, a bill (H. R. 11425) to correct the military record of Pensions. 

Christopher Parkin; to the Committee on Militil.ry Affairs. Also, a bill (H. R. 11463) granting an increase of pension to 
By l\Ir, DICKINSON: A bill (H. R. 11426) granting an in- Warren Moone; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

crease of pension to John J. Roberts; to the Committee on Pen- Also, a bill (H. R. 11464) granting an increase of pension to 
sions. Nancy M. Vinton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DIFENDERFER: A bill (H. R. 11427) granting a Also, a bill (H. R. 11465) granting an increase of pension to 
pension to Eleanor Hart Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Elizabeth F. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Pensions. By Mr. WHITE: A bill (H. R. 11466) granting a pension to 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11428) granting an increase of pension to , Louis Settles; to the Committee on. Pensions.. . 
Francis Bartleman · to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Also, a bill (H. R. 11467) grantmg a pension to Michael J. 

By Mr. DODDS: 'A bill (H. R. 11429) for the relief of Lemuel Crawley; t? the Committee on Inv.alid Pe!lsions. . . 
Saviers · to the Committee on War Claims. Also, a bill (H. R. 11468) grantmg an mcrease of pension to 

By M~. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 11430) granting an Edward H~ffman; to the Committ~e on Pensions. . 
increase of pension to David Patterson· to the Committee on Also, a bill (H. R. 11469) granting an increase of pension to 
Invalid Pensions ' Charles M. Brookover; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill CH. R. 11431) granting an increase of pension to Also, a bill (H. R. 11470) ?I'anting an i~crease .of pension to 
Jesse A. Moore· to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Andrew Unger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FRANCIS: A bill (H. R. 11432) for the relief of Al.so, a bill (H. R. 11471) gra.nting an incri;ase of pension to 
George Duncan· to the Committee on Military Affairs. David L. Mackey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HAMLIN: A bill (H. R. 11433) granting an increase Also, a bill (H. R. 11472) ~ranting an in.crease ?f pension to 
of pension to Nancy J Waddle· to the Committee on Invalid John W. Hays; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Pensions · ' Also, a bill (H. R. 11473) granting an increase of pension to 

By Mr: HAWLEY: A bill (H. R. 11434) granting an increase George A. Adams; to the Committee. on Invalid Pensions. . 
of pension to David H Martin· to the Committee on Invalid By Mr. YOUNG of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 11474) grantmg 
Pensions. · ' a pe~sion to William H. Skinner; to the Committee on Invalid 

By Mr. KENDALL: A bill (H. R. 11435) granting an increase Pensions. 
of pension to Taylor Duke; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11436) granting an increase of pension to 
Ruth A. Richardson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MORRISON: A bill (H. R, 11437) granting a pension 
to Josephine Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11438) granting an increase of pension to 
Jot.in H. Girt ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11439) granting a pension to Eliza Jane 
Bundy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11440) granting a pension to Caroline D. 
Stoner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11441) granting an increase of pension to 
1Wilbelm Lietzke; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11442) granting an increase of pension to 
Nelson Abrams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11443) granting an increase of pension to 
Marcellus Salle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11444) granting an increase of pension to 
Nathaniel J. Dickey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11445) granting an increase of pension to 
James E. Lawhon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 11446) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Blankenship; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11447) granting an increase of pension to 
Jefferson Hurlocl\:; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11448) granting an increase of pension to 
:Wilson Waterman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11449) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Parsons; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11450) granting an increase of pension to 
Jonathan Bates; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11451) granting an increase of pension to 
Alonzo Merritt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a . bill (H. R. 11452) granting a pension to Nancy E. 
Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11453) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Pierce; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11454) for the relief of the heirs at law 
of Isaac D. Armstrong, deceased; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 11455) for the relief of George W. Ander
son; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11456) to correct the military record of 
Benjamin F. Davis; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11457) for the relief of WUlard Thompson; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. REDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 11458) granting a pension 
to Mary Baker ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 11459) for the relief of 
.Wiley S. Holland; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of California. A bill (H. R. 11460) 
granting an increase of pension to George H. Eldridge ; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THAYER: A bill (H. R. 11461) for the relief of the 
heirs of Judson M. Lyon, deceased; to the Committee on War 
Olaims. · 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
By Mr. AKIN of New York : Petition from certain residents 

of Clifton Park, N. Y., asking for reduction in duty on raw 
and refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ALLEN: Petition of the Clark & Chambers Pie Co. 
and other Cincinnati, Ohio, merchants, requesting a reduction 
of the duties on raw and refined sugars; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: Resolutions of the Southern Wholesale 
Grocers' Association, of Jackonville, Fla., againt parcels post; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. BOOHER : Petitions of sundry citizens of Rockport, 
Skidmore, Barnard, Oregon, Tarkio, Craig, Guilford, Westboro, 
Mound City, Bolckow, Dearborn, Amazonia, and Maitland, in 
the fourth congressional district of Missouri, against parcels 
post; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota : Resolution of Lead City 
Miners' Union, No. 2, Western Federation of Miners, protesting 
against the methods employed. in the arrest of the McNamara 
brothers; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Salem, S. Dak., asking for a 
reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: Papers to accompany House 
bill 10870, granting an increase of pension to Isaac Thompson; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CALDER: Resolutions of the Workmen's Sick and 
Death Benefit Fund of the United States of America, asking for 
investigation of the McNamara matter; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

Also, resolution of the Clevelatld Chamber of Commerce, urg
ing the amendment of the corporation-tax law to permit each 
corporation to make its return at the close of its fiscal year; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of John B. Brichelmaier,. favoring Senator 
BURTON'S bill in re preservation of Niagara Falls and the pre
vention of further depletion of the Falls for the benefit of the 
power companies; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, resolution of Brooklyn Federation of Labor, favoring 
Berger resolution; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, resolution of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of 
New York, favoring Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of S. G. Rosenbaum, favoring Senate joint reso
lution 3; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. COOPER: Petition of Delavan (Wis.) merchants, 
protesting against parcels-post bill -; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. FOCHT: Petition from Leiser Bros. and J. F. Groover 
& Bro., of Lewisburg, Pa., favoring a reduction in the duty on 
raw and refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KENDALL: Petition of Mrs. James Bennett, of Rich
mon<!, Ky., for universal suffrage; to the Committee on Election 
of President, Vice President, and Representatives in Congress. 
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Also, petition of citizens of Albia, Oskaloosa, [;()villa, Bussey, 
nnd Ottumwa, Iowa, for the removal of the duty on raw and 
refined sugar; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of John Bryce and 20 other citizens 
of Mount Forest Township, Bay County, Mich., protesting 
against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Afr. McDERMOTT: Petitions of D. J. Stewart, J. n. Weir, 
M. Hubert, A. C. Beirer, and J. S. Stewart, of Chica.go, Ill., fa
voring reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\.Ir. MADISON: Petition from citizens of Kansas, for re-• 
duction of duty on sugar; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MANN: Petition of Illinois Manufacturers' Associa
tion, to amend the corporation-tax law; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Building Managers' .Association of Chicago, 
ill., fayoring House joint resolution 97; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By l\.Ir. POWERS: Memorial from llrs. James Bennett, of 
Richmond, Ky., requesting equal rights for women; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Air. REILLY: Resolutions adopted at a mass meeting 
held by the Irish-American and German-American societies of 
New York, protesting against the enactment of the proposed 
arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. . 

Also, petition of certain citizens of New Haven, Conn., re
questing a reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

ALso, petitions of W. J. Neary and Naugatuck Retail Drug
gists' Association, of Naugatuck, Conn., protesting against House 
bill 8887; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolutions of the Connecticut MeTchants' Association, 
relating to proposed parcels post; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: Petition of certain citi
zens of California, asking for a reduction in the duty on raw 
and refined sugars; to t:fie Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TILSON: Resolutions of a mass meeting of the 
directors of the Bridgeport Business Men's Association, oppos
ing the so-called Sulzer bill to establish a parcels post; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

.Also, re.solutions Df the Business :Men's Association of Bridge
port, opposing the Sulzer bill establishing a parcels post; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

.Also, resolutioru of National Association of Shellfish Com
missioners, regarding the disposal of sewage and waste and the 
conservation of resources; to the Committee on the Merchant 
l\fa.rine and Fisheries. 

Also, resolutions from the Chamber of Commerce of New 
Haven, Conn., urging necessity for immediate amendment of 
tbe corporation-tax law; to the Contmittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. UTTER: A resolution of the Rhode Island Anti
Tuberculosis .Association, favoring the creation of a committee 
on public health in the House of Representatives; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Also, papers to accompany bill granting an increase of pension 
to Warren Moore; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

By Mr. WEBB: Petitions of certain citizens of North Caro
lina, urging a reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WHITACRE: Petition of Local Salem Socialist Party, 
of Salem, Ohio, requesting support of the Berger resolution rela
tive to the kidnaping of the McNamara brothers; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Also, resolution of Local Union No. 4, National Brotherhood 
of Operative Potters, of East Liverpool, Oh~o, indorsing the 
Berger resolution relative to the kidnaping of John J. McNa-
mara ; to the Committee on Rules. . 

Also, resolution of Trades and Labor Council of East Liver
. pool, Ohio, requesting investigation of the kidnaping of the 
l\fc.....~amara brothers; to the Committee on Rules. 

Also, resolutions of Canton Lodge, No. 12, International Asso
ciation of Machinists, of Canton, Ohio, protesting against the 
kidnaping of the McNamara brothers: to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. WHITE: Evidence supporting House bills 10796, 
10797, 10798, and 10799; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Resolutions of the Workmen's 
Sick and Den.th Benefit Fund of the United States of .America, 
asking for investigation of the McNamara matter; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

Also, resolutions of Brooklyn Federation of Labor, asking for 
investigation of the l\IcNamara matter; to the Committee on. 
Rules. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

SATURDA.Y, June 10, 1911. 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer : 
,Our Father in heaYen, imbue us, we beseech Thee, plenteously 

mth heavenly gifts, that with patience, meekness, gentleness, 
courage, fortitude, forbearance, and brotherly lO"rn we may meet 
the obligations of the hour and quit ourselves like men, to the 
glory and honor of Thy holy name. Amen. 

The Journal of the :riroceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

THE WOOL SCHEDULE. 

l\Ir. D1'"DERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I mm·e that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the fmther consideration of the bill 
H. R. 11019, a bill to reduce the duties on wool and manufac
tures of wool. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on wool 
and manufactures of wool, with Mr. HAY in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 
The Clerk read as follows : 
A bill {H. R. 11019) to reduce the duties on wool and manufactures 

of wool. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. .Mr. Chairman, I understand the gentle
man from New York does not care to occupy time in this debate 
at the present time. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I do not, I would say to the gen
tleman, at all to-day; Monday I shall be ready to go on. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [l\Ir. HilB.rsoN]. 

Mr. HARRISON of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, in advocat
ing at this time the passage of the pending bill, I want to 
assure the older Members of this House that I do it fully 
cognizant of the established custom that a new Member is ex
pected to sit, look, and listen rather than be heard. 

For 10 weeks, as one of the youngest and I am sure as new 
as the newest of the Members of this body, I have modestly, 
~dhered to that cus~om, ~d I. wou~d not to-day prematurely 
impose my remarks mto this discussion did I not chafe under 
the insincerity of the attitude of the gentlemen who oppose 
this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, if my observations and experience in this 
House have made my convictions stronger on any one fact, that 
fact is that the Republican Party can not and ought not to be 
trusted in legislation, and that the future hope and prosperity 
of the American people must come, and come it will through' 
the representatives of the Democratic Party. [Appl;use.] 

Gentlemen of the minority, your course in this House during 
the past 10 weeks has been the course of your party as a ma
jority for 16 years, and that is that you have attempted to 
hinder, block, and obstruct the enactment of wholesome legisla
tion into law, in accord with the wishes of the American people. 

For 16 years, while you as a Republican majority were in 
control of this House, you were successful, but since you have 
returned to this Congress, with your forces waning, shattered, 
broken, disrupted, and divided, with your political days num
bered, and your fq.ces drooping under the shame of your broken 
promises, the spirit of obstruction you still have, but the power 
is gone. [Applause.] 

For years the American people have appealed to you to cease 
extravagance with public moneys and to administer the affairs 
of this Government economically. You heeded not their wishes 
but continually, year by year, you nave defied them, and sine~ 
the Fifty-third Congress, when you came into control, the ap
propriations have steadily increased from $917,013,523.34 to the 
enormous total of $2,052,799,400.68 in 1910. 

For years the people have seen their wishes thwarted by 
State legislatures failing to carry out their will in the selection 
of United States Senators. They appealed to you to give them 
the right by legislative enactment to choose their Senators by 
direct vote. 

For yea.rs there has come a complaint from the people that 
the trusts and the moneyed interests of the country were con
tributing to campaign funds and aiding in the election of men 
to public .office who were married to their ideas and bent on 
carrying out their will. · 

For years Arizona, as a young babe, has pleaded with you to 
take her into this family fold of statehood. 
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